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CURRENT TOPICS. 
We print elsewhere the Whitsun Vacation Notice, 
which it will be seen that the Vacation work is to be divided 
between Mr. Justice Patt11more and Mr. Justice Rintey. 





Our READERS will see from the draft Order in Council, which 
we print elsewhere, that the information we were 
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Ppa to accompany the notice and is to be published 
the Gazette. It does not ap that notice of the new draft 
order, which differs from the former one, has been given to the 
London Oounty Council. How is this reconciled with the pro- 
vision of section 20, above quoted ? 





WE CALLED attention some time since to the excellent working 
of the new method of disposing of the special list of actions sent 
from chambers, under order 14, for immediate trial. Mr. Justice 
PxILLmore proved himself so thoroughly acquainted with the 
practice as to be able to finish his chamber list in time to sit on 
two or three afternoons in the week in court to try cases in the 
special list. It is only fair to supplement our previous remarks 
by saying that Mr. Justice Dan.ine has, if anything, “‘ gone one 
better.” Chamber work is a great test of many qualities which 
are not brought out in the more formal and less rapid work of 
the trial of actions in court, and Mr. Justice Danie has proved 
himself an e ely good chamber ©. He has disposed of 
henry daily lista, Wits suche prombtitde that he has been 
= — sit in court on most days at two o'clock, and om 

uring these afternoon sitti managed to dis of the short 
“— in the special list within a few days of their entry for 


_.... 





Quire a flutter of excitement is ruffling the general calm of 
Official life in the Law Oourts building. The beginning of it 
was the appearance of a man and a boy engaged in elaborate 
proceedings with tapes and strings measuring the staircases, or 
rather the shafts round which the stairs are built. We are 
informed, moreover, that during the last week or so all persons 
who commenced to climb any of the staircases in the building 
have been dotted down as ascending units on a tally kept by 
some person presumably commissioned to do so by the proper 
authority. By dint of inquiry conducted on the spot, we have 
ascertained that these proceedings are designed to determine 
two questions—viz., whether there is need of passenger lifts at 
the Law Oourts, and if so, what would be the cost of fitting 
them. As to the cost of lifts, we leave that to be determined by 
the man and boy aforesaid, but as to whether there is need of 
lifts at the Law Courts, we unhesitatingly give our evidence 
without waiting to be asked. First, let us state the undeniable 
facts of the situation. The Law Courts building has five floors 
and several miles of corridors. Business transactions connected 
with litigation have to be conducted in all the rooms or depart- 
ments in the building, numbering no less than 750, and situated 
on one or other of the several floors of this vast ‘‘rabbit warren,”’ 
as it has been not inaptly called. Every such transaction has 
to be paid for in stamps, which have to be purchased on the 
ground floor. We need not say that these fees are in many 
cases complicated, so that it is not always possible for a solicitor’s 
clerk to know just what stamps he will require for his business. 
When fees are charged, as they are in some cases, ad valorem, 
this must always be the case. During the seventeen years since 
the building has been in use, probably not a week-day has passed 
without some members of that hard worked body, the solicitors’ 
elerks, having to take their documents from the upper to the 
lower regions of this building to buy stamps, and having to 
climb up again to complete their task. If these facts are still 
unknown to the Government authority which now seeks to 
know “if there is any need of passenger lifts,” all we can say is 
that it is not our fault. Not once, but many times, we have 
called attention to this point. < 





Bur THERE is more to be said. The offices of the Chan- 
cery chambers are on the third and fourth floors of the 
building. The Central Office is on the ground floor. In 
every Chancery action there is, so to s , continual inter- 
course necessary between chambers and the Central Office; 
notably whenever amendment of an originating summons 
becomes n This intercourse is carried on through the 


necessitates a weary climb up those huge staircases. Our evi- 
dence, therefore, may be summed up in this 20 eg BP that 
the absence of passenger lifts in the Law Oourts — has 
always been a serious hardship to solicitors’ clerks, and that 
there has been a real and crying need of these lifts ever since 
the building was erected. It issaid that the architect estimated 
for them in the original specification, and that the item was 
struck out by Her Majesty’s Commissioner of Works of that 
day. It is certainly a fact that several of the staircases are 
specially designed for lifts, and considering that no large build- 
ing is considered complete in these days without them, and 
every other large building has them, it does seem extra- 
ordinary that they should have been considered all these 
years to be unn for the legal public. We under- 
stand that the Incorporated Law Society and the Managing 
Clerks’ Association have the matter under consideration, and 
also that there is a movement on foot inside the building to 
secure the erection of passenger lifts. 





Ir nas been sometimes said that a proviso for re-entry is to 
be construed strictly (Doe v. Marchetti, 1 B. & Ad., p. 720), but 
it may be doubted whether this canon of construction has any 
practical meaning, and the true view seems to be that a fair 
construction is to be put upon the proviso ee to the 
apparent intent of the contracting parties (see yer Lord Exien- 
BOROUGH in Goodtitle v. Saville, 16 Fast, . 95). Although it is 
a question of forfeiture, said Oorron, L.J., in Corporation of 
Bristol v. Westcott (12 Ch. D., p. 467), we must construe the 
covenant fairly, ascertain its meaning without regard to for- 
feiture, and then see whether, upon that ascertained meaning, a 
forfeiture has been incurred. This principle has been applied by 
Hawxus, J.,in Horsey Estate ( Limited) v. Steiger and Petrifite (Lim- 
ited) in construing a proviso for re-entry by the lessor upon the 
winding up of a lessee company. A lease to A., an individual, 
and to B., a registered company, contained a proviso for re- 
entry, ‘‘if the lessees shall become bankrupt or enter into 
liquidation for the benefit of, or compound with, his creditors, 
or, being a company, shall enter into liquidation, whether com- 
ulsory or voluntary.” The lessees, with the assent of the 
essors, assigned to the defendants, who also were an individual 
and a registered company—Petrifite (Limited)—and in January, 
1897, the latter company went into voluntary liquidation for 
the purpose of reconstruction. This liquidation was relied on 
as a ground of forfeiture. The argument for excluding it from 
having this effect appears to be that in the case of an individual 
lessee the proviso contemplates re-enty only when the lessee is in 
pecuniary difficulties, and a corresponding restriction might 
possibly be introduced into the contingency of the winding up of a 
company lessee. The argument, however, omits to notice that 
the cases of an individual and a company are quite distinct. 
Winding up, as Mr. Justice Hawxxys pointed out, puts an end 
to the existence of the company, and it has this effect whatever 
be the cause of the winding up. It would be an undue strain- 
ing of the language of the proviso to import into it a restriction 
for which the parties have not provided, and it was held that a 
forfeiture had been incurred. Such a proviso, according to the 
decision in General Share Co. v. Wetley Brick Co, (20 Oh. D. 
260), works a forfeiture immediately upon the making of the 
winding-up order, and the lessor’s right of re-entry is not post- 
oned till the winding up is complete. To avoid forfeiture of a 
ease by a company under such circumstances as the above, the 
proviso should expressly except the case of a winding up for 
the purpose of reconstruction or amalgamation. 





Untit 4 few years ago it was thought to be an important 
principle of our law that a man is answerable criminally for his 
own acts only, and not for those of his servant, or of any other 
person, committed without his acquiescence or knowledge. This 
principle has, however, been very much encroached upon, and 
the list of exceptions to the general rule grows larger every 





medium of the solicitor’s clerk. He has to go backw and 
forwards between the two departments until both are satisfied | 
as to all the technical requirements involved, and every journey | 
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zon. Thus it has been held that, where a barmaid supplied 
iquor to a constable on duty without her master’s knowledge, 
the master was liable to punishment for this offence against the 
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provisions of the Licensing Act, 1872. Under the same Act, 
also, it is now well established that a publican may be convicted 
of an offence where his servant sells liquor to a drunken person 
without his knowledge, Again, it has been held under the Fvod 
and Drugs Acts that an innocent master may be convicted where 
his servant has fraudulently adulterated his master’s milk and 
sold it in that condition. And an exceptionally strong Divisional 
Court, consisting of six judges, has now decided uvanimously, 
in the case of Coppen vy. Moore, that, under the Merchandise 
Marks Act, a master may be convicted of having eold goods to 
which a false trade description was applied, although the act 
was done without the master’s knowledge and against his 
orders. It is very difficult indeed to extract from these and 
other similar decisions any general rule as to when a master 
may be convicted for his servants’ act committed without his 
authority or knowledge. In all these cases it seems that the 
act was done by the servant within the scope and in the course 
of his employment. It cannot be said generally, however, that 
a master is criminally liable for the acts of his servant within 
the scope of his employment. If it could, a milkeeller would be 
liable to indictment for obtaining money by false pretences if 
his servant sold watered milk alleging it to be pure. It is, 
therefore, clear that all cases which establish this liability of the 
master must depend entirely on the construction of the par- 
ticular statute by which the offence is defined. The statutes 
under which these cases have been decided are all for the pro- 
tection of the public from some form of evil; and the courts 
seem to have construed them on the principle that unless the 
master were made liable for his servant’s act, the public would 
not be protected as the statute intended. Thus one statute 
forbids a licensed person to sell liquor to a drunken person. 
This is obviously to protect public order. The act of selling 
is, however, rarely gpa by the publican himself, it is 
generally performed by a servant. Is, then, the master to be 
allowed to excuse himself by yas the blame on his servant ? 
Clearly, if this were allowed, the statute would, to a large 
extent, failin its object. The courts have, no doubt, decided 
these cases on a sound principle, but, nevertheless, it would be 
more satisfactory if such important exceptions to the general 
law could be made expressly by statute, and not by decision. 


Tux Provisions of section 59 (1) of the Stamp Act, 1891, are 
not very clearly expressed, but apparently the correct interpre- 
tation has been = same upon them by the Divisional Court 
(Waricut and Purtirmors, JJ.) in Farmer § Co. v. Commissioners 
of Inland Revenue, The section provides for the payment of 
ad valorem duty upon a contract for the sale of property in two 
classes of cases—first, upon a contract for the sale of “ any 
equitable estate or interest in any property whatsoever” ; and, 
secondly, upon a contract for the sale of ‘‘ any estate or interest 
in any property except” (inter alia) lands or y locally 
situate out of the United Kingdom. The exception engrafted 
upon the second category is apparently at variance with the first 
category, for an equitable estate in lands or in property situate 
out of the United Kingdom is equally within the first category 
and within the exception to the second category. The question 
is specially important in the case of an equitable interest 
in property situate out of the jurisdiction, for, since the 
conveyance will take effect according to the foreign law, 
the transaction will escape ad valorem duty in this country 
unless such duty is payable on the contract. In the present 
case a contract had pis made in England for the sale, at 
the price of £98,000, of land situate in New South Wales 
which was subject to a legal mortgage for £58,000, and the 
Inland Revenue Commissioners poe the ad valorem _ on 
the contract on the ground that the contract was for the sale of 
an equitable interest in property. It is to be noticed that the 
word ‘‘ whatsoever’ which occurs in the first part of section 59 


(1) was first introduced in the Act of 1891, and seems designed 
to prevent the possibility of contracts for the sale of equitable 
estates in the classes of property excepted in the second part 
being exempted from «ad valorem duty, and this view has now 
been taken by the court. Contracts for the sale of equitable 
interests in all kinds of property are subject to the duty; and 
the exceptions only operate in the case of the sale of legal 





interests. In the present instance the pro was sold subject 
to the mortgages. Hence, according to Eaglish law, it was 

an equitable interest that was sold, and the duty would 

upon the contract. Under a statute of New South Wales an 
attempt has been made to turn the equity of redemption of a 
mortgagor into a legal interest, but the l rights of mort- 
gagees are at the same time expressly saved, and the Divisional 
Court held that the mortgagor had still in effect only an equit- 
able — In the result, therefore, the ad valorem duty was 
payable. 





Ir 1s peruars hardly creditable to our law that cruelty to 
animals is no offence at all unless the animal which is to 
have been ill treated is a domestic animal. A charge was made 
against a man this week at the Westminster ce court of 
cruelty to a rat which he had caught. It was clear that he had 
treated the creature in a most brutal manner, but the magistrate 
held that he had no power to punish him, as the rat was obviously 
not a domestic animal, and therefore not protected by the 
Cruelty to Animals Acts, 1849 and 1854, The leading case on 
this subject may be said to be Harper v. Marcks (42 W. R, 605; 
1894, 2 Q. B. 319), which decided that a lion is not a domestic 
animal—a decision which has provoked countless jeers from un- 
appreciative laymen. It was pointed out in that case that wild 
avimals in confinement are not in any sense domestic animals, 
in which term are included only such animals as have been 
me for the = of —_ It x one — an avimal yaar 
merely to cage him and com im ear to throug 
some performance. An animal can oie be Bt as 
domestic when it is either of a kind which is ordinarily 
domesticated, or when it has itself been, in fact, domesti- 
cated. It follows, therefore, that the law is , =. ae 

werless to prevent the ill-treatment of a wild animal which 

as been a. Strange to say, however, the Cruelty 
to Animals Act, 1876, forbids vivisection of any vertebrate 
animal whatever, except under certain os regulations. 
Hence a scientific man may be punished heavily for performing 
a painful experiment upon a living rat in the cause of science, 
but a labourer may inflict just as severe pain upon the rat out 
of mere wantonness with impunity. This seems absurd, and it is 
to be hoped that before long Parliament may find time to pass 
a short Act making: it 1 to ioflict unnecessary pain or 
suffering upon any avimal, whether domestic or wild. There 
can be little doubt that public sentiment has greatly changed 
upon this subject since the Act of 1849 was and that it 
is at present favourable to the suggested change in the law. 





Tux Port decided by the Oourt of Appeal in Attorney-General 
v. Strange hardly admits of any doubt. By a marriage settle- 
ment, made in 1846, the husband and wife covenanted to settle 
the after-acquired pro of the wife upon trusts under which 
the husband was entitled to the income for his life, and if the 
wife survived the husband, the trusts were for the wife absolutely. 
The husband died in November, 1894, and the after-acquired 
property, amounting to some £17,000, thereupon passed to the 
wife. The Inland Revenue authorities claimed estate duty upon 
it, on the ground that it was property which passed on the death 
of the husband within the meaning of section 1 of the Finance 
Act, 1894; but a defence to the claim was set up under section 
21 (5) of the Act. This provides that, where a husband or 
wife is entitled, either solely or jointly with the other, to the 
income of any ge’ settled by the other under a disposition 
which has taken effect prior to the let of August, 1894, 
and on his or her death the survivor becomes entitled to 
the income of the y settled by such survivor, estate 
duty shall not be payable in t of that property 
until the death of the survivor. the present case, it 
was urged, the wife became, upon the death of the husband, 
entitled to the income of the settled pro , and the 
clause therefore applied. In the Divisional Court (Vavenan 
Witiiams and Kennzpy, JJ.) the argument succeeded; but 
though the wife certainly became entitled to the income of the 
settled p y, and so the case in a sense fell within the 
provision, she became at the same time entitled to the corpus as 
well; or rather, it was only by virtue of her becomiog entitled 
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to the corpus that she became entitled to the income. This does 
not appear to be a case within the purview of the section, and 
so the Court of Appeal have held. The section contemplates a 
succession of life estates, first in the husband and then in the 
wife ; and in settlements executed before the commencement of 
the Act it saves the estate duty which would be payable on the 
death of the husband. But the case is different where the 
— vests absolutely in the wife, and the estate duty then 
omes payable. 





WE REcxENTLY referred (antic, p. 393) to a case of Duncombe v. 
Hicks, ia which a decision was given by a Divisional Court 
(Wricut and Darina, JJ.) on the subject of “ walking posses- 
sion,” and where it was held that, in respect of such a possession 
by a county court bailiff levying a distrees for rent, full possession 
fees could not be charged against the tenant. The Court of 
Appeal have now held, in another case, namely—Zumsden v. 
Bennett, in accordance with the view previously expressed by 
the county court judge, but dissented from by a Divisional Court 
(Day and Lawrancez, JJ.), that where income tax is distrained for, 
and full possession fees are levied, and paid under protest, in 
respect of mere ‘‘ walking possession,” an action is maintainable 
to recover from the tax collector damages for illegal distress, 
together with the sum so paid to him under protest in respect of 
the walking possession. The lengthy judgment of A. L. Sara, 
L.J., in this case emphasizes the distinction between actual and 
constructive possession of goods distrained—namely, that the 
former is a reality while the latter is not, and states that 
consequently, in the absence of all events of any agreement to 
substitute the one possession for the other, full possession fees 
are not recoverable and should not be charged when only 
‘walking possession ”’ was taken. 


COUNTY BYE-LAWS. 

Tne decision of the full Court of the Queen’s Bench Division 
in Kruse v. Johnson (reported in another column) has been 
anxiously awaited by local authorities throughout the country. 
We have no doubt that, not only ths authorities, but a large 
majority of their constituents, will be satisfied with the result, 
Technically, no doubt, a full court is of co-ordinate jurisdiction 
with an ordinary Divisional Court; but having regard to the 
composition of the court in question, which represented, not the 
Queen’s Bench Division only, but all the Divisions of the High 
Court, its almost unanimous decision cannot fail to carry great 
weight; in fact, it would not be too much to say that the 
decision of the Lord Chief Justice, the President of the Probate 
Division, Curry, L.J., and Wricut, Dartine, and CsAnnezLt, 
JJ., must, in practice, be treated as a decision of the Court of 
Appeal, notwithstanding the fact that Maruew, J., dissented 
from their view. 

The question was as to the validity of a bye-law made by a 
county council under section 16 of the Local Government Act, 
1888, and section 23 of the Municipal Corporations Act, 1882, 
and aimed at suppressing nuisance by street music; but the. 
grounds of the decision are far-reaching, with the consequence 
that its importance is general and cannot be regarded as con- 
fined to cases of bye-laws couched in similar terms to those 
which were directly under the consideration of the court. 

The principle which underlies the judgment of the Lord 
Chief Justice is a political, rather than a legal, principle; he 
applies to the determination of the question of the reasonable- 
ness and validity of the bye-laws of a local representative body 
the democratic principle of ‘‘trust in the people.” Bye-laws 
made by such a body under powers conferred on them by the 
Legislature ought, he says, ‘‘to be benevolently interpreted, 
and credit ought to be given to those who have to administer 
them that they will be reasonably administered.” Local 
representative bodies, and the constituents who elect them, are 
the best judges of what are the requirements of the locality in 
— local matters ; the enactment and administration of bye- 

ws made to meet these requirements are subject to safeguards 
which, in ordinary cases, aro sufficient to ensure that nothing 


require to be submitted to, and approved by, a central depart- 
ment before they have any validity, and opportunity is given to 
persons concerned to object to their confirmation before it is 
actually given. Further, the bye-laws can be altered or 
repealed by the authority which has made them if they are not 
found to work satisfactorily ; they are administered by officers 
under the control of that authority; the authority itself, and 
therefore its officers, are responsible to the electors, who 
have frequent opportunities of imposing their will upon the 
candidates who seek their suffrages, and would not be slow 
to express their disapproval, and require the alteration, of a 
local law which was in itself oppressive or was harshly 
administered. 

These are some of the considerations which, in the opinion of 
the Lord Chief Justice and the judges who agreed with him, 
ought to have weight with the courts in considering whether 
the bye-law of a representative body is reasonable or not; and 
he points out the important distinction between such a bye-law 
and the bye-laws or regulations of a corporation formed for 
purposes of profit to shareholders and not subject to popular 
contro]. Railway companies cannot derive any assistance from 
Kruse y. Johnson in endeavouring to enforce their regulations. 
Even in the case of bye-laws of the former class, it is not to be 
assumed that they can in no case be set aside by the courts as 
unreasonable. They might, says the Lord Chief Justice, be 
held to be unreasonable “‘ if, for instance, they were found to be 
partial and unequal in their operation as between different 
classes, if they were manifestly unjust, if.they disclosed bad 
faith, if they involved such oppressive and gratuitous inter- 
ference with the rights of those subject to them as could find no 
justification in the minds of reasonable men”—in such a case 
‘the court might well say that Parliament never intended to 
give authority to make such rules; they are unreasonable and 
ultra vires,” 

In the case of Kruse v. Johnson the bye-law prohibited a 
person from playing on musical or noisy instruments, or singing 
in any public co or highway within fifty yards of any dwell- 
ing-house, ‘‘after being required by any constable, or by an 
inmate of such house, personally or by his or her servant, to 
desist.” The main objections taken to it were, that it did not 
make it necessary to prove that any annoyance was actually 
caused, and that it placed excessive power in the hands of a 
single policeman. The latter objection was pressed by Maruew, 
J., and certainly the fact that the zeal of an officious policeman 
can ultimately be checked by his superiors is a poor consolation 
to an individual whom he has haled before the magistrates and 
put to expense and inconvenience. But the over-zealous police- 
man, although perhaps not a purely imaginary individual, is 
certainly a rara avis; very definite instructions from his 
superiors are generally required to set this guardian of the 
peace in motion. Isolated cases of hardship may possibly arise, 
but we are inclined to assume with Lord Russert that such 
control will be exercised over the rural policoman and such 
instructions given to him as will make the danger to which 
Maruew, J., alludes very remote. The decision of the majority 
of the court is founded upon broad and statesmanlike views on 
an important and difficult subject, and it will meet with general 
acceptance. 

It would have been satisfactory if the court had stated the 
effect of their decision upon some of the numerous cases as to 
bye-laws which have come up for adjudication in recent years. 
Upon the general principle enunciated by him the Lord Chief 
Justice rightly relied upon the authority of the Privy Council 
in Slattery v. Naylor (18 App. Cas. 446), an Australian case. 
Some of the cases as to Englich local bye-laws will no doubt be 
affected by the recent decision ; in Strickland v. Hayes (1896, 1 
Q B. 290, 44 W. R. 398), for instance, Livptry and Kay, L.JJ,, 
(sitting as a Divisional Court) refused to uphold a bye-law as 
to the singing of obscene songs, on the ground, amongst others, 
that it did not require that annoyance should be caused to any- 
one. This decision seems to conflict with the decision in Aruse 
v. Johnson, and it is doubtful whether it can now be considered 
good law. In Johnson v. The Mayor of Croydon (16Q. B. D, 
708), and in Munro v. Watson (57 L, T. 866) bye-laws directed 
against noisy street music were held to be unreasonable, In 





unreasonable will be enforced. In all cases, these bye-laws 





these cases the terms of the prohibition were certainly more abso- 
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lute than in the recent case, and it is possible that they may be 
distinguished. -Alty v. Farrell (1896, 1 Q. B. 636) was a de- 
cision of the Lord Chief Justice and Waicut, J. (two members 


of the majority of the court in Kruse v. sama here a bye- 


law, made under the Weights and Measures Act, 1889, as to 
the weighing of coal in course of delivery to a , was 
held to be unreasonable and bad on the ground that it entrusted 


excessive power to a single constable; but the terms of the 
power of making bye-laws given by the Act in question in that 
case were more specific than in the present case, and the 
bye-law was hardly consistent with the Act itself. Without 
referring further to cases, it may be said that Kruse v. Johnson 
does not supersede all previous decisions, and that local 
authorities would be acting rashly if they regarded it as giving 
them an absolutely free hand as to their local legislation ; it 
does, however, lay down general principles for their guidance, 
and makes difficult the task of anyone who desires to impeach 
the validity of their bye-laws. 








THE LAND TRANSFER RULES. 
II. 


Part 11.—First Registration (continued).—Absolute title.—The 
most noticeable feature under this heading in the rules is the 
power for the registrar to refer the titles of applicants for 
registration with an absolute title to the conveyancing counsel 
of the court (rule 31). The registrar may act on their opivion. 
We conceive that the effect of this provision will be probably 
to encourage application for registration with absolute title, as 
the registrar may, in the exercise of his discretion under section 
17 of the Act of 1875, accept a good holding title for registra- 
tion as absolute where the conveyancing counsel to whom the 
title is referred advises that a good holding title is shown. 
Moreover, the provisions contained in the Act of 1897 for indem- 
nifying persons whose interests are affected by reason of 
registration will all tend in the same direction. 

he mode of application for an absolute title is prescribed 
(rule 25). An abstract of title isto be delivered in the usual 
form, together with all such deeds and documents relating to 
the title as the applicant has in his possession or under his 
control, including opinions of counsel, conditions of sale, old 
requisitions, and the like (rule 29). The registrar may ap- 
point an agent to make searches and inquiries in tion 
to the title (rule 30). This will be a useful power, particularly 
in country cases. 

Advertisements of the application are to be inserted in certain 
newspapers (rule 32), and advertisements may be grouped to 
save expense (rule 33). Notices of the application are to be 
served on tenants and such other persons as the registrar shall 
deem necessary (rule 34). 

The rules do not, however, throw any light on the effect of 
first registration with an absolute title. Section 7 of the Act of 
1875 is as follows: 

The first registration of any person as proprietor of free- 
hold land (in this Act referred to as first y open pro- 
prietor) with an absolute title, shall vest in the person so 
registered an estate in fee simple in such land, together 
with all rights, privileges, and & “anagem belonging or 
appurtenant thereto, subject as follows : 

() To the incumbrances, if any, entered on the register ; 

an 

(2) Unless, under the provisions of this Act, the 
contrary is expressed on the register, to such liabilities, 
rights, and interests, if any, as are by this Act declared not 
to be incumbrances ; and 

(3) Where such first proprietor is not entitled for his own 
benefit to the land registered as between himself and any 
persons claiming under him to any unregistered estates, 
rights, interests, or equities to which such ns may be 
entitled, but free from all other estates and interests what- 
soever, including estates and interests of her Majesty, her 
heirs and successors. 

First registration with an absolute title appears, therefore, to 
confer a statutory estate in fee simple subject as mentioned in 


this section. The legal estate appears to have been ignored by - 





the Acts. Thus, if at the time of the legal estate 
were outstanding in an incumbrancer, it would to remain 
in him until reconveyed, unless perhaps, in the case of an 
absolute title, a subsequent registered transfer for value operates 
to get itin. We venture to think, therefore, that it would 
aa a better if the Rale mine baal had ~ ee Bhan 
expedient for getting in outstanding estates C) 
veplebaned proplaler tes facto on the discharge of the incum- 
brances entered on the register. The Acts, it should be observed, 
do not give the registered rietor any | powers by 
ney ea 

estate m' i importance for the p of leases 
and other i i tions. Why the Acts do not 
confer any power to lease is by no means clear, and we think 
that such a power ought to have been given. This omission 
appears to be one of the principal defects in the Acts. Sub- 
section 3, above set out, has the effect, we conceive, of preserving 
the rights of a cestui que trust of the regi proprietor as 
against himself and his voluntary and is not con- 
fined merely to the case where a mere nominee is registered. It 
is clearly of the utmost importance to determine the effect of 
first registration with an absolute title, inasmuch as the effe ct 
of first registration with a possessory title is determined by 
reference thereto. 

— ne 8 of the Act of _ is as follows : 

e registration of any person as po grace r- 
prietor of freehold land with a possessory title only shail 
not affect or prejudice the enforcement of any estate, right, 
or interest adverse to or in derogation of the title of such 
first registered proprietor, and subsisting or capable of 
arising at the time of registration of such proprietor; but, 
save as aforesaid, shall have the same effect as registration 
of a person with an absolute title. 

Registration with a posse:sory title seems therefore also to 
confer a statutory fee simple as in the case of an absolute title, 
and the effect of first registration with a possessory title is 
similar in every respect to the effect of first registration with an 
absolute title, save that the estates, rights, and interests men- 
tioned in the above section are paramount to the statutory fee 
simple conferred by first registration. The paramount estates 
and interests are those which are adverse to the title of the first 
registered proprietor; his own estate is, therefore, it seems, 
merged in the statutory fee. There is, however, no i 
in the Acts or Rules for afterwards merging an estate, whi 
is originally a paramount estate, in the statutory fee. 
Thus, suppose the legal estate is outstanding at the time of first 
registration, then it is clearly a paramount estate. Does it for 
Tech bo by deed Ut the aaghinn, os toe tiniest eemina ie 
if n y deed off the register, or is it capable of passing by 
a registered transfer for value after it has ome been reconveyed 
to the registered pg mage for the time being? Probably the 
latter will be hel to be the case in order to give effect to the 
scheme of the Acts. No immediate benefit is conferred on a 
landowner who registers witha title, as the abstract 
of title to all estates, rights, and interests which are unt 
to the statutory fee simple will be required by a pure , and 
such estates, rights, and interests, unless —t got in or 
released, will have to be conveyed by unregistered disposition. 
If they have been got in by a previous registered proprietor the 
vendor must shew how they were so got in, and that the 
who got them in was the then registered yuan, t has, 
however, been contended that registration operate as a 
filter so as to clear the muddy stream of title as from the date 
of registration ; this appears to be only true in the very sim 
cases. In other words, where no simplifica tion of title is res 
required the register will work, but where there are — 
tions registration will merely be relied on to confirm the title off 
the register. 

The aaa § declaration required for the purposes of 
registration with a possessory title should in practice never 
omit a statement of the title, in order that, after a certain 
number of years, contracts for sale may stipulate that the 
declaration shall form the root of title. 

The section above set out may, however, be read in two ways 


i 





—thus, either ‘‘The registration . . . shall not 
. anyestate . . .”and“‘shallnot . . . prejudice 
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the enforcement of any .. . right .. .” or “The 
registration . . shall not affect or prejudice the enforce- 
ment of . .’ The first reading actually preserves the 
estate which is adverse to the title of the first registered 
proprietor, while the second merely enables the paramount 
owner to enforce his rights so long as they are subsisting. 
Thus, if the second construction be correct, it would not, 
perhaps, be necessary for a paramount mortgagee when paid 
off by the proprietor to reconvey the legal estate to him; 
whether the latter construction was intended or not, it will not 
be safe to act on it. Assuming that the first construction is 
adopted, it seems to follow that a bare outstanding legal estate 
would not in the case of a possessory title be got in by means 
oaly of a registered transfer for value. 








REVIEWS. 
BOOKS RECEIVED. 


The Law of Employer's Liability and Workmen’s Compensation: 
By Tuomas BEVEN, Barrister-at-Law. Waterlow, Bros. & Layton 
(Limited). 


CORRESPONDENCE. 
LIFTS FOR THE OFFICES AT THE ROYAL COURTS. 
[To the Editor of the, Solicitors’ Journal. ] 


Sir,—It surely must be in every one’s experience from the time the 
Royal Courts building was opened, that the profession has suffered 
both bodily and mentally (for whatever affects the body must in some 
way affect the brain) by reason of the absence of lifts at the Royal 
Courts. 

Take, for instance, the Chancery taxing-master’s offives at the top 
of the building, and to which clerks have to carry up large bundles 
of papers day by day; and also’the Lunacy office. 

My experience extends from the time the building was opened, 
and I should say the number of persons ascending the stairs is 
* legion.”’ I have known cases of rupture, besides other complaints, 
oczasioned by the exertion. 

May we hope that the matter of the provision of lifts will not fall 
through on the ground of expense. Is not the Government still in 
possession of some mi!lions of unclaimed money which can never be 
claimed ? Soicrror’s CLERK. 

_ May 18. 
[See observations under head of ‘‘ Current Topics.’’—Ep. S.J.] 








NEW ORDERS, &c. 
THE LAND TRANSFER ACT, 1897. 

Notice is hereby given that, after the expiration of forty days 
from the date hereof, it is proposed to submit to Her Majesty in 
Council, in pursuance of the above-mentioned Act, the draft of an 
Order in Council declaring that Registration of Title to Land is to be 
compulsory on sale in the County of London. 

And notice is hereby further given that, in accordance with the 
provisions of the Rules Publication Act, 1893, copies of the proposed 
draft Order in Council can be obtained by any public body, within 
forty days of the date of this notice, at the Privy Council Office, 
Whitehall. 

Privy Council Office, May 17th, 1898. 





The following is the Draft Order referred to in the above notice: 
At the Court at < 
The day of , 1898, 
Present, 
The Queen’s Most Excellent Majesty in Council. 

Pursuant to the 20th section of the Land Transfer Act, 1897, Her 
Majesty, by and with the advice of Her Most Honourable Privy 
Council, is pleased to order and declare, and it is hereby ordered and 
declared, with respect to the County of London, as follows: 

Registration of Title to Land is to be compulsory on sale in the 
several portions of the County mentioned in the first column of the 
Schedule hereto, on and after the respective days mentioned in the 
second column of the same Schedule. 





oa may be amended or added to or repealed by Order in 
uncil. 
2 THE SCHEDULE. 





Days on and after which 
Registration of title to land 
is to be compulsory on sale. 


Portions of the County. 





The parishes of Hampstead, Saint Pancras, 
Saint Marylebone, and Saint George’s, 
Hanover-square . . . : . | 

The parishes of Shoreditch, Bethnal-green, 
Mile End Old Town, Wapping, Saint 
George’s in the East, Shadwell, Ratcliff, 
Limehouse, Bow, Bromley, and Poplar . 

The remainder of the County (not includ- 
ing the City of Londoa) North of the | 
centre line of the River Thames except 
North Woolwich .. “cir “& 

The remainder of the County, not including | 
the City of London. ° ‘ ; 

The City of London . ‘ . . 


TRANSFER OF ACTIONS. 
Oxper or Court. 
Saturday, the 14th day of May, 1898. 
I, Hardinge Stanley, Earl of Halsbury, Lord High Chancellor of Great 
Britain, do hereby order that the actions mentioned in the Schedule hereto 
shall be transferred to the Honourable Mr. Justice Wright. 
SCHEDULE. 
Mr. Justice Romer (1898—A.—No. 569). 
In re The Arbey Wood Wool Manufacturing Company Limited 
George Shears and Frank Shears v. The Arbey Wood Wool Manufacturing 
Company Limited. 
Mr. Justice Kekewich (1898 -T.—No. 745). 
In re The Tom Tit Cycle Company Limited 
Alfred Love v The Tom Tit Cycle Company Limited, George Pulgrave 
Simpson, and Samuel Studd. Haussvury, O. 


> Ist September, 1898. 


lst January, 1899. 





1st October, 1899. 


ee ee ee 


ist January, 1900. 
. | Ist July, 1900. 





HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
Wuitsun Vacation, 1898. 
Notice. 

There will be no sitting in court during the Whitsun Vacation. 

During Whitsun Vacation, all applications ‘‘ which may require to be 
immediately or promptly heard,’’ are to be made to the Vacation Judge 
for the time being. 

Mr. Justice Phillimore will act as Vaca'ion Judge (for Mr. Justice 
Ridley) from Saturday, May 28th, to Tuesday, May 31st, both days 
inclusive. , 

Mr. Justice Ridley will act as Vacation Judge from Wednesday, June 
Ist, to Monday, June 6th, both days inclusive. 

Mr. Justice Ridley will sit in Queen’s Bench Judges’ Chambers on 
Thursday, June 2nd, and (if necessary) on Friday, June 3rd. On other 
days within the above period, applications in urgent matters may be made 
to the Vacation Judge personally or by post. 

In any case of great urgency the brief of counsel may be sent to the 
judge by book post, or parcel, prepaid, accompanied by office copies of the 
affidavits in support of the application, and also by a minute, on a 
separate sheet of paper, signed by counsel, of the order he may consider 
the applicant entitled to, and also au envelope capable of receiving the 
papers, addressed as follows:—‘‘ Chancery Official Letter: To the 
Registrar in Vacation, Chancery Registrars’ Chambers, Royal Courts of 
Justice, London, W.C.”’ 

On applications for injunctions, in addition to the above, a copy of the 
writ, and a certificate of writ issued, must also be sent. 

The papers sent to the judge will be returned to the Registrar. 

The address of the Vacation Judge for the time being can be obtained 
on application at the Chancery Registrars’ Chambers, Room 136, Royal 
Courts of Justice. 


In the House of Commons on the 12th inst. Mr. Lewis asked the 
Attorney-General whether, haviig regard to the recent rapid growth of 
the practice of legislating by reference, and to the difliculty of under- 
standing the scope and effect of Bills which amended or repealed sections 
of Acts by reference to such sections, the Government would, for the 
information of the House, cause copies of the sections referred to ia 
Government Bills to be printed in full. The Attorney-General said: The 
question is not one on which I can give any general undertaking, as it 
must depend upon the nature of the Bill and the discretion of the Minister 





In this Order “‘ Parish” means a place for which a separate poor- | 


rate isor can be made, or for which a separate overseer is or can be ' 
appointed, and the boundaries of each such parish shall be those 
constituted and limited st the date of this Order. 





in charge. Her Majesty’s Government fully appreciate the objections to 
legislation by reference, but, in my opinion, the House of Commons must 
bear more responsibility for the change than the Ministers who have 
introduced Bills, to whatever Government they may have belonged. 
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CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 


CHINA TRADERS INSURANCE CO. (LIM.) v. ROYAL EXCHANGE 
ASSURANCE CORPORATION. No. 1. 17th May. 


Practicn — Discovery — Marine Insurance — Suare’s Papers — Ree 
INSURANCE, 


Appeal by the defendants from the refusal of Mathew, J., sitting at 
chambers and taking commercial summonses, to order the plaintiffs to 
produce ship’s papers. ‘The action was brought under two policies of 
marine insurance to recover for loss of goods per ship Conqueror. The 
plaintiffs were the insurers of goods shipped for a voyage on The 
Conqueror, and they had effected re-insurances with the defendants. The 
plaintiffs, in their points of claim, alleged that the ship and cargo were 
lost on the voyage by the perils insured against, and that they had aay 
the assured for a total lors. Upon a summons for directions, the defen- 
dants applied for an order that the plaintiffs and all persons interested in 
the proceedings and in tLe insurance ehould yroduce on oath all ship's 
papers (following the terms of Form 19 in Appendix K. to the Rules of 
the Supreme Court, 1883, with the additions spec‘fied in the case of China 
Steamship Co. v. Commercial Union Assurance Co., 30 W. R. 224, 8 Q. B. D. 
142). Mathew, J., refused the application upon the ground that an 
order for production of ship’s papers would not be made in a case of 
re-insurance, but ordered lists of documents to be exchanged and inspec- 
tion given. 

Tue Court (A. L. Smrru, Curmy, and Vavenan Wiutams, L.JJ.) 
allowed the appeal. 

A. L. Surrn, L.J., said that, though in this case it scemed to him that 
the order made by Mathew, J., for the exchange of dccuments and 
inspection was sufficient, yet the parties and the learned jadge desired to 
have the question whether an order for production of ship’s papers should 
be made in a case of re-ineurance cettled by this court. The rule as 
to ship’s papers was an old one, as seen from the case of Goldschmidt v. 
Marryat (1 Camp. 559), decided in 1809, and was a rule peculiar to marine 
insurance. It was a common order to make as between the original 
assured and the underwriter. Then in 1890, in the case of Nord Deutsche 
Versicherungs Gesellschaft v. Merchants’ Marine Insurance Vo. (not reported), 
a Divisional Court composed of Mathew and Cave, JJ., decided that an 
order for production of ship’s papers would not be made in a case of re- 
insurance. In 1892 that decision was referred to in Willis § Co. v. Badde- 
ley (40 W. R. 577; 1892, 2Q B. 224) in this court, and Bowen, L.J., and 
he (the Lord Justice) said that the question must be left open. In 1897 it 
was said that Collins, J., at chambers, in Royal Exchange Assurance Cor- 
poration v. Faber, made an order for production of ship’s papers in a case 
of re-insurance. Why had not the re-insurer the same rights against the 
original underwriter as the latter had against the original assured? All 
the defences open to the original underwriter as against the assured were 
open to the re-insurer. It seemed right tbat the re-insurer should see 
all the documents which might shew a defence by the original under- 
writer as again:t the assured. It was said that the underwriter 
would have no decuments to produce. But the tame observation 
would apply to an insurance on goods, where the assured would probably 
have no ship’s papers, and yet the rule applied equally to an insurance on 
goods. The assured might have access to the papers. In his opinion the 
rule as to production of ship’s papers applied to a case of re-insurance. 

Cuirry and Vavcuan Wi.uiams, L.JJ., concurred.—Counse., Joseph 
Walton, Q.C., and F. W. Hollams; J. A. Hamilton. Soxtctrons, Hollams, 
Sons, Coward, § Hawksky ; Waltons, Johnson, Bubb, § Whatton. 

[Reported by W. F. Barry, Barrister-at-Law.]) 


MARES v. FROGLEY AND OTHERS. No.1. 7th May. 


with Recurar Forces—Breaxine-ur or Camp—Sursgquint Detention 

in Mrtrrary Custopy—Army Act, 1881 (44 & 45 Vict. c. 58), ss. 43, 158, 

176. 

Application by the defendants, other than Frogley, for judgment or a 
new trial in an action tried by Kennedy, J., with a special jury, reported 
in 46 W. R. 249; 1898, 1 Q. B. 396. The action was brought by a 
member of the Bedfordshire Volunteer Corps to recover damages for 
assault and false imprisonment. The jury found a verdict for £300 
damages against three defendants—Arthur Cooper, a sergeant, and 
Thomas Lovelock and George Albert Short, privates in the same corps as 
the plaintiff. The defendant Frogley was a superintendent of the Herte 
county police, and upon the findings of the jury judgment was given in 
his favour, and no question arose as to him. ‘The facte, as stated by 
Kennedy, J., in his judgment in the court below, were as follows: The 
plaintiff and the three defendants, with other members of the corps, were 
in August, 1896, in military training with a portion of the regular forces 
at Sho:ncliffe. The camp was broken up on the morning of the 8th of 
Avgust. Early on that morning, and whilst the preparations for the 
retura of the volunteers to their respective homes were proteoting in the 
camp, a disturbance took place in and around the tent in which the 
plaintiff snd others had been lodged, in consequence of some of 
the plaintiff’s comrades accusing him of having stolen and hidden 
in his kit bag a number of articles which belonged to them. The 
adjutant of the corps, Capiain Foote, having been informed as to 
the disturbance, came to the spot, and ultimately ordered Sergeant 
Killen to form an escort and take the plaintiff to the guard tent, 





with the luggage and its escort to Shorncliffe Railway Station. 


B tiff's) Company arrived. By the further orders of Captain Foote, 
conveyed through Serjeant Killen, the plaintiff, after his arrival at the 


4 


Tailway station, was to be taken in mili 
train which was then about to start for the conveyance of volun 
Watford, Boxmoor, and other stations to which the plaintiff and 
members of his volunteer corps rpmp andl and on his arri 
(the railway station, about two miles it, for Hemel Hempstead, 
the plaintiff lived) the plaintiff was to be taken by his escort to the 
station at Hemel Hempstead, and then handed over to the civil autho 
Captain Foote at the came time directed that information as to what 
happened should be given at Hemel Hempstead to Captain 3: 

officer in command of the plaintiff’s com . These orders were 
out. After the plaintiff had reached § ‘e Station with the baggage 
guard, under Lieutenant Roberts, and the train was mee to receive her 
passengers, the defendant Cooper canons, B the usua’ wey from the 
ranks of the volunteers who were drawn up in the railway s n, his two 
co-defendants Lovelock and Short to form the oner’s escort on the 
journey to Boxmoor and Hemel Hempstead. i 
placed in a compartment with these defendants, and the four so travelled 
together in the train to Boxmoor (a journey of about 3} hours). On the arrival 
of the train at Boxmoor the prisoner, under the charge of his escort, was 
directed by the defendant Cooper to remain in a waiting-room while 
the rest of the volunteers, other than certain persons who would be 
required as witnesses in the plaintiff’s case, were formally dismissed. 
The defendant Cooper directed Corporal Young to keep these witnesses 
together, and with them to follow the prisoner's escort to the police-station 
at Hemel Hempstead. The defendants then marched with the plaintiff, 
who was placed between the two privates, to the police-station, and he 
was charged before the defendant Frogley with the offence of larceny. 
After inquiry, and after \ the evidence of some witnesses, the 
defendant Frogley took the plaintiff into . The defendants and 
the witnesses are then formally dismissed. On the 16th of May 
Frogley applied to the magistrates at Hythe for a warrant for the arrest 
of the plaintiff, who was err arrested, and the plaintiff remained 
in custody until the 20th of October, when he was bat on his trial at the 
quarter sessions at Canterbury and was hono ly acquitted on the 
charges made against him. Kennedy, J., held that the plaintiff and the 
defendants, after leaving the camp at Sh e, were no oe being 
trained or exercised with the regular forces within section 176, sub-section 
8 (a), of the Army Act, 1881, they ceased therefore to be subject to military 
law, and that the subsequent detention of the plaintiff in — custody 
by the defendants was not justifiable under sections 41, 45, and 158 of the 
Act. The defendants appealed. 

Tue Court (A. L. Suiru, Currry, and Cotums, L.JJ.), after taking 
time to consider, allowed the appeal. They said that, by virtue of the 
War Office order of the 22nd of April, 1896, under which the volunteer 
regiment had gone into camp, and section 176, sub-section 8 (a), of the 
Army Act, 1881, the volunteer battalion, of which the plaintiff and the 
defendants were members, did not cease to be “‘ trained or exercised with 
a portion of the regular forces’ until the battalion and its component 
parts were dismissed from being any longer under arms on the 8th of 
August, and that the plaintiff and the defendants were not dismissed 
until the plaintiff had been handed over to the police at Hemel Hemp- 
stead. The plaintiff and the defendants, therefore, remained subject to 
wilitary law until that time, and the action would not lie. Secondly, the 
defendants were protected by section 158 of the Army Act, 1881, becau:e 
that section, upon its true construction, authorized the detention in 
military custody of a person where an offence was al to have been 
committed by him while subject to military law, although he or his corps 
had ceased to be subject to military law, and the plaintiff had here been 
kept in military custody. Further, by section 43 of the Army Act, 1881, 
the only redress (if any) which the plaintiff had was by complaint to his 
superior officer (per Lush, J., in Dawkins v. Lord Pawlet, 18 W. R. 336, at 
p. 343, L. R. 5 Q. B. 94, at p. 121), and upon this ec. also the actio 
failed.—Counsen, A. J. Tassell; J. Lawson Walton, Q.C., and R. D. Muir. 
Sourcrrons, H. W. Lathom; J. N. Mason § Co., for Sworder § 


Hertford. 


- 
ae 


rar 
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[Reported by W. F. Banny, Barrister-at-Law.] 


THE ATTORNEY-GENERAL v. STRANGE. No. 2. 16th May. 
Estate Dury—Exemprion—Hvussanp anp Wire—Lirz Interest, Souk on 
Jomt—Sunvivorn—Frmance Act, 1894 (57 & 53 Vier. oc. 30), 8. 
21 (5). 

This case raised a question as to the construction of section 21 (5) of 
the Finance Act, 1894, whereby, in certain events therein 8 estate 


duty is not to be le until the death of the survivor of husband and 
~ 4 By an palm oe dated the 14th day of Jan , 1846, and made 
between James N. Strange of the first the defe t Charlotte M. 


St then O. M. Eyre, of the Dame Louisa Strange of 
the third part, and : trustees of the Tourth purt (being the settle 
ment made in contemplation of a marsisge then int and 
afterwards solemnized between the said J. N. Strange and O. M. Strange), 
ene aaa of consols and 
partly ee oe u 

the said James N.S for and after decease to the said 
Charlotte M. Strange oe tik, piesnaiaeres to the capital of the trust 


funds for the children or child of 
in the eaid indenture was contained a covenant 








where he would find Lieutenant Roberts on the point of proceeding 





Strange and the defendant Charlotte M, Strange to vest any pro- 
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perty which the said Charlotte M. Strange was then or should during the 
tended coverture, or the said James N. Strange in her right should at 
any one time by gilt, bequest, or otherwise become entitled, of the value 
of £200 or upwards, other than a life interest only, and other than specific 
chattels not producing income, and besides the trust premises therein- 
before settled, in the trustee or trustees for the time being of the now 
stating indenture upon trust and to the intent that the same might be 
laid out by such trustees upon some of the stocks, funds, and securities 
prescribed by the said indenture, and that the stocks and securities upon 
which the eame might be so laid out, and the dividends, interest, and 
annual produce thereof might be held by such trustees upon trust to pay 
the income thereof unto the said James N. Strange or his assigns during 
his life, and after his decease to the said Charlotte M. Strange or her 
during her life, and from’ he decease of the survivor of them, upon 
trust, if the defendant Charlotte M. Strange should survive the said 
James N. Strange, then after his decease in trust for the defendant 
Charlotte M. Strange, her executors, &c., but, if she should die in his life- 
time, then after his decease upon such trusts and purposes as the said 
Charlotte M. Strange should by will appoint, and in default of appointment 
upon trust for her statutory next-of-kin. Thedefendant C. M. Strange became 
entitled at different dates during the said coverture to personal property 
within the meaning of the covenant as to after-acquired property above set 
forth, and such property was got in by the trustees of the settlement and 
duly invested by them. James N. Strange, the husband, died on the Ist 
of November, 1894, whereupon the defendant Charlotte M. Strange became 
absolutely entitled to the investments representing such after-acquired 
property, and she accordingly required the trustees to transfer the same to 
er. The case came before the court upon an information by the Attorney- 
General. The information stated that estate duty under the Finance Act, 
1894, became payable in respect of the said after-acquired property as 
— passing on the death of the eaid James N. Strange, but she and 
r trustees refused to pay, contending that no estate duty had become 
payable in respect of the property bound by the said covenant to settle 
other or after-acquired property by reason of the provisions of section 21 
(5) of the said Act, but the informant charged that the last-mentioned 
section did not apply, the defendant having become entitled, not to the 
income only, but to the capital of the property in question. The informa- 
tion prayed that it might be declared that upon the death of James N. 
Strange estate duty became payable upon the principal value of all 
P coming within the terms of and bound by the covenant to 
settle after-acquired property of the defendant Charlotte M. Strange 
as property passing on the death of the said James N. Strange. By 
section 21 (5) of the Finance Act, 1894, it is enacted that, ‘‘ Where a 
husband or wiie is entitled, either solely or jointly with the other, to the 
income of any property settled by the other under a disposition which has 
taken effect before the commencement of this part of this Act, and on his 
or her death the survivor becomes entitled to the income of the property 
settled by such survivor, estate duty shall not be payable in respect of 
that property until the death of the survivor.’”” The case came before 
Vaughan Williams and Kennedy, JJ., sitting asa Divisional Court, on the 
12th of August, 1897, when their lordships held that the case fell within 
the exemption, and that estate duty would not be payable until the death 
of Mrs. Strange. Against this deci-:ion the Attorney-General appealed. 
Tue Cover (Linp.ey, M.R., Ricny, and Co.uws, L.JJ.) allowed the 
sppeal, and held that the wife having become entitled, not to the income 
ly, but also to the capital of the fund, section 21 (5) did not apply. 
Throughout the Act the “‘income’’ of property was always used in 
contradistinction to the property itself. It was true that in a sense upon 
the death of the husband the wife became entitled to income, but that 
was a mere play upon words.—CovunseL, Sir R. E. Webster, A.G., Sir R. 
Finlay, 8.G., and Vaughan Hawkins ; Dicey, Q.C., and Butcher, Q.C. 
Soxricirors, Solicitor to the Inland Revenue. 
[Reported by Wu. Scorr Tuompsox, Barrister-at-Law. } 


BAXTER v. MIDDLETON. Re MIDDLETON AND BAXTER. No. 2. 
16th May. 


Lis Penpens—RecistraTion or Action ror Spaciric PsrrorMaNce as— 
Action Diemissep — Ornper VacaTING REGISTRATION UNLESS APPEAL 
Promptty Set Down—30 & 31 Vicr. c. 47,8. 2. 


This was an  & from a decision of Kekewich, J. (reported ante, p. 
253, and 46 W. R. 350), who had dismissed the plaintiff's action for 
specific performance, and, the action having been registered as a lis pendens, 
had directed that unlees an appeal was set down within a fortnight the 
regisfration should be vacated. The plaintiff, the purcha:er of certain 
property, brought an action against the vendors to obtain specific per- 
formance of a contract for the sale of a business together with the 
business premises and goodwill. Subsequently io the issue of the writ 
the defendants, the vendors, touk out an originating summons under the 
Vendor and Purchaser Act, 1874, to have it declared that the contract 
was not binding upon them. Immediately after the issuc of the writ the 
plaintiff red the action as a lis pendens. Upon the action and 
summons coming on by onder i ivial and hearing together, Kekewich, J., 
d é action with costs, and made no order on the summons. The 
plaintiff declaring his intention to appeal, Kekewich, J., further directed, 
under section 2 of 30 & 31 Vict. c. 47, that unless an appeal was set down 
within a fortnight the registration of the action as a lis pendens should be 
vacated. se! omy appealed. 

Tux Covrr (Linpiey, M.R., and Ricny and Cottis, L.JJ.) dismissed 
the appeal against the orders of Kekewich, J., and directed that the 
registration tion asa lis pendens should be vacated.—CounseL, 

“UC. ngle Joyce. Soxicrrors, 







-C., an 
Poole $ Robinson ; Donald McMillan. 
[Reported by R, C, Macxznziz, Barrister-at-Law.]} 





| ge RUSSIAN SPRATT’S PATENT (LIM.), 
SPRATT’S PATENT (LIM.). No.2. 9th and 10th May. 7 


Company—Dzpenturgs—CuHarGe ON Present aND Future Propsrty— 
Uncattep CapiraL—Companies Act, 1862 (25 & 26 Vicr. c. 89), ss. 
38, 75. 

This was an ay am from a decision of Stirling, J., and involved the 
question whether debentures which charge present and fut 

of a oer give a charge on the uncalled capital. The facts were as 

follow : The company was incorporated in 1891 with a capital of £120,000, 

divided into 100,000 ordinary and 20,000 preference shares, all of £1 each. 

Shares of both classes had been issued, but the capital was not fully 

paid up. In 1892 the company issued 193 debentures of £10 each. 

‘These debentures charged with payment of principal and interest ‘‘ the 

undertaking of the said company and all the property to which it now is 

or shall at any time hereafter become entitled, and all the estate, right, and 
title of the company in, to, and upon the said premises.’’ The company 
subsequently borrowed further sums, which were secured, subject to the 
debentures, by a charge on all its property, the uncalled capital being 

expressly included. A debenture-holders’ action was commenced in 1896 

and a receiver was duly appointed by an order dated the 14th of April, 

1896. On the 21st of April, 1896, a resolution was passed for the volun- 

winding up of the company, and the receiver in the debenture- 
holders’ action was appointed liquidator in the voluntary winding up. 

An order was made for the usual accounts and inquiries, and the master’s 

certificate in March, 1897, found that the property charged in favour of 

the debenture-holders consisted of the partic set forth in the second 
schedule thereto and did not include the uncalled capital. A summons 
was then taken out on behalf of the debenture-holders to vary the 
certificate by including the uncalled capital. Stirling, J., was of opinion 
that he was bound by the decision of Chitty, L.J. (then Chitty, J.), in 

Re The Streatham and General Estates Co. (Limited) (45 W. R. 105; 1897, 1 

Ch. 15), and declined to vary the certificate. The plaintiff appealed on 

the ground that the decision in the last-named case was inconsistent with 

that of the Court of Appeal in Re The Pyle Works (Limited) (38 W. R. 674, 

44 Ch. D. 534). 

Tar Cover (Linpiey, M.R., Ricsy and Cotums, L.JJ.) dismissed the 


appeal. 

Linotey, M.R., said that, having regard to the long line of decisions 
from Stanley's case (12 W. R. 894, 4 De G. J. & 8. 407) down to the 
Streatham and Generali Estates Co, (Limited), it was impossible for the court 
to hold that the word ‘“‘ property’’ in the debentures included uncalled 
capital. It would also be an injustice to the second debenture-holders to 
accede to the appellant's contention. 

Ricry and Coruws, L.JJ., concurred.—CounseLt, Dunham; W. F. 
Hamilton ; Lavington, Soutcrrons, Snell, Sons, § Greenip ; Wilson, Bristows, 


§ Carpmael. 
{Reported by J. I. Sriauina, Barrister-at-Law. } 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


Re RUSSELL LITERARY INSTITUTION, FIGGINS ». BAGHINO. 
North, J. 11th May. 


Company—Lirgrary Socrety—Lirgrary anp Screntiric InstrruTions 
Act, 1854, ss. 30, 31. 


This was an adjourned summons to determine in what way the surplus 
assets of the Russell Literary and Scientific Institution should be dealt 
with. ‘The institution was established in 1808 as a library for literary 
works, English and foreign journals, and for the delivery of lectures. 
The capital consisted of 700 shares of twenty-five guineas each, and there 
were to be subscribing members, and also life members on terms to be 
arranged. A deed was executed vesting the property in trustees, and 
rules were made as to the division of shares, the expenditure upon the 
purchase of books, and the payment of dividends. The shares of pro- 
prietors were saleable by executors on their deaths. The rule authorizing 
the payment of dividends was abolished in 1847 and in 1887 new rules 
were passed as to the payment of subscriptions, the transfer of shares, 
and the vesting the property in trustees for the benefit of the proprietors. 
It was resolved to close the institution at meetings held on the 25th of 
April and the 16th of May, 1896, as from the lst of May, 1896. The 
lease was surrendered and all liabilities discharged, and there was a 
surplus of £1,600. The question was whether this sum should be divided 
among the existing proprietors or whether the Literary Institutions Act 
of 1854, ss. 29 and 30, applied, and the property ought to be given to some 
kindred institution. Re Bristol Atheneum Society (43 Ch. D. 236) was 
cited. For the proprietors it was said that the institution was a joint- 
stock mony F and that therefore the Literary and Scientific Institutions 
Act, 1856, did not apply. 

Nortu, J., held that the provisions of the Literary and Scientific 
Institutions Act, 1854, did not apply to the distribution of assets because 
of the proviso in section 30 ‘‘ that this clause shall not apply to any 
institution which shall have been founded or established by the contri- 
butions of shareholders in the nature of a joint-stock company.’’ He 
held that the institution was in the nature of a joint-stock company 
and that the fund was divisible among the proprietors in proportion to 
| the shares held by them.— Counsgt, Swinfen Eady, Q.C., and Elgood; H. 
| Terrell, QC., and Douglas. Soxricrrors, F. B. Moyle; Carthew § Wheeler. 


[Reported by G. B. Hamiztox, Barrister-at-Law.) 
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NEW IXION TYRE CO. (LIM.) ». SPILSBURY. Kekewich, J. 10th 


May. 
Parent—ReaistraTion—Notice—Eaqvuiran_e Interest—Patents, Destcns, 
anp Trave-Marks Act, 1883 (46 & 47 Vict. c. 57), 8. 87. 


John Forrest Walters, on the 24th of June, 1896, entered into an agree- 
ment with the plaintiffs in this action, the New Ixion Tyre and Cycle 
Co. (Limited), to transfer to them certain letters patent in respect of 
pneumatic tyres, of which he was the tered . The 
ment was not, however, registered until the 27th of September, i897, 
although the plaintiffs were in possession of the letters patent from the 
date of the agreement. Walters assigned the letters patent to the 
plaintiffs on the 20th of October, 1897, when the assignment was duly 
registered. Before the registration of the agreement, Walters, on the 
16th of September, 1897, granted a licence for valuable consideration to 
Spilebury and three other defendants in this action to make and sell tyres 
under the letters patent, and notification of the licence was entered in the 
patent register on the 18th of September, 1897. Spilsbury and the three 
other defendants had express notice of the agreement and of the plaintiffs’ 
cquitable title to the letters patent thereunder 
the licence to them. On the 6th of October, 1897, ss and 
three other defendants transferred their rights under licence to 
Licensed Tyre Syndicate (Limited), who were also defendants in the action. 
The plaintiffs asked for a declaration that the licence or icence 
was invalid and void as against them, and that they were entitled to the 
letters patent free from any right or interest of the 


tion. 


under their title. 


the patent . . in the register of patents . . . The for 
the time being entered in the register of patents .. . poly socom © med 
of a patent thall, subject to any rights Son such 


at a 
register to be verted in any other person, have power Sbclataly to essign, 


grant licences as to, or otherwise deal with the same, and to give effec 

receipts for any consideration for such assignment, licence, or 

Provided that any equities in respect of such patent 

enforced in like manner as in respect of any other personal property.”’ 
Kerxewicu, J.—I think that the plaintiffs are entitled to j 

It is neces in the first place to consider the mean 

the Patents, Designe, and Trade-Marks Act, 1883, in or 


that purpose one must see what the section 


one other person. 
their agreement after the defendants had registered 


but express notice of the agreement under which the plaintiffs af 


took their aetignment, and that the defendants cannot therefore insist 
on their registered licence as against the agreement of which they had 
notice. That is the plaintiff.’ point, and I take it that the defendants 
must shew that there is, by language of which there can be no doubt, a 
provision excluding such title as that alleged by the plaintiffs. The 
provision at the end of section 87 is at any rate not in favour of the 
eement were a leasehold 
ving notice of the agree- 
ment, could not take a title eo as to defeat the plaintiffs, and that is a 
t are 


defendants. If the subject-matter of the 
there can be no doubt that the defendants, 


species of personal property assignable at law as letters paten 


assignable at law, and it ecems to me that what is applicable to the one 
is necessarily applicable to the other. At any rate I think the proviso at 
the end of section 87, even if not in favour of the plaintiffs, is not in 
favour of the defendants, and in the absence of any proviso in the Act, or 

think con- 


the 


of avy decision of the courts in their favour, I 
plaintiffs 


struction of the Act is that such an equity as the 


to them as an argument with reference to their title. Having disposed 
of that, the next question is whether the plaintiffs have established their 
and came to the 


equity. [His lordship then considered the 


conclusion that the defendants had e notice of the pee 
continued :] I must therefore hold t this licence, although o 


register, and although on the register prior to the registration 


rior to the granting of 
the 
the 


fendants as licensees 
or otherwiee ; delivery up of the licence to be cancelled, and an injunc- 
Spilsbury and the three other defendants alleged that their 
rights under the licence were not subject to any rights or equities of the 
plaintiffs, and the defendant company claimed the right towork the patent 
The principal question which arose was whether, 
as the defendants had express notice, tie plaintiffs could insist on 
their equitable rights under their agreement, although if. was not 
registered until after the registration of the licence. This depended 
on the consideration of the Patents, Designs, and Trade-Marks Act, 
1883, s. 87, which provides that ‘‘ Where a person becomes entitled 
by assignment, transmission, or other operation of law to a patent 
. » .« the comptroller ehall, on request and on proof of title to his 
satisfaction, cause the name of such person to be entered as proprietor of 


po €- | as to acts which, but for the bye-law, 


udgment. 
of section 87 of 
r to see how it 
affects the title of the plaintiffs and the defendants respectively. For 


t of the 24th of June, 1896, does not interfere with the ° 
rights, and that it is void as against them.—Counsat, Renshaw, Q.C., and 
‘Rowden; Arthur Powell; A. Cartmell. Sorscrrons, Lewis ¢ Lewis ; Foster, 
Grave, § Co. ; Foss ¢ Ledsam. 

[Reported by C. C. Huwsiey, Barrister-at-Law.) 


High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. ati 
KRUSE ». JOHNSON. Div. Court. 14th May. 


Loca Government—County Covuncit—Bys-Law—Valipitry— 
RRASONABLENESS. 


Case stated by justices of the county of Kent and argued before a full 
court of the Queen’s Bench Division last month, when judgment was 
reserved. The facts are stated in the judgment of 

Lord Russatt, C.J.—The Council of Kent, claiming to act 
under their statutory powers, made the following bye-law: ‘4. Playing 
musical instruments, &c.—No person shall 


musical or noisy instrument or sing in any public or highway 
within fifty y ty Ne eee by any con- 
stable, or by an inmate of such personally, or by his or her servant, 
to desist.”” The t was summoned before the magistrates for 
offending bye-law, when it was proved that on the 17th of 
October, 1897, he ed in singing in a public highway within fifty 
yards of a dw -house, after having been req’ by a police- 
constable to desist It was further proved by the ccoupier, of the 

was 


an annoyance to such occupier. The occupier not, on the in 
question, set the constable ee motion, but he had on previous swans 
complained to the police of the appellant’ - 
victed the appellant, and against is 
brought. The question reserved is 
valid. If valid the conviction is to stand. It is objected that the bye-law > 

e@- 

ts 


4 
: 


necestary, therefore, to see what is 
law in question has been made, 
framers and those affected by it. 
sider what is a bye-law. A 
I take to be an ordinance 
ublic, imposed by some authorit 
g something to be done or n 
sanction or penalty for its non-observance. Jt necessarily involves 
restriction of liberty of action by 


todo, as they pleased. her, it involves this consequence—that, if 
validly made, it has the force of law within the legitimate 
operation (see Edmonds v. The Watermen's Co., 24 L. J. M. C0. 124, 1855). 
In the present case we are dealing with a bye-law made by a local 
sentative body—namely, the county council of Kent, 





requires to be done and what 
it allows to be done. Section 23 of the Act provides that there is to be a 
register of the title to patente, including equitable as well as legal 
interests, and then section 87 protects the interest of the person who has 
put bis title on the register so as to prevent a person who has not 
registered from asserting a legal or equitable title against the person who 
has registered. That is the general principle. Anyone, therefore, who 
registers any instrument under that section must register it subject to 
any rights which may appear by the register to be already vested in any 
It is therefore plain that when the plaintiffs registered 

their licences, so far 
as the registered title was concerned they took subject to that licence ; 
and it is because their agreement and the a:signment which followed it 
are subject to that licence that the plaintiffs came here to insist that as 
against them the licence is invalid. Is it, then, competent to the plain- 
tiffs to insist upon the equitable right which is the foundation of their 
claim? There might be other equities brought forward with reference to 
other facts. The equity which the plaintiffs insist on here is that at the 
time the defendants took the licence they had, not constructive jac 





E 


the 


—s under a ekaea Act, me ge and 
Ww wers of making bye-laws given to mun corporate 

under the M Corporations Act, 1882. Section 16 of the Local 
Government Act, 1888, provides that a county council shall have the same 


\ power of making bye-laws in relation to their county as the council of a 


rough have in relation to their borough ; and it further provides that 
section 187 of the Public Health Act of 1875 shall opply, to such bye- 
laws. I will take these statutes in the order of time. tion 182 of the 
Act of 1875 provides that all bye-laws made by a local authority under 
that Act be under their common seal and may be altered or repealed 
by a subsequent bye-law, but no bye-law. be “hitent to the 
laws of England or to the of the Act. Section 1 ves power to 
impose penalties. Section 184 provides that bye-laws shall not take effect 
until confirmed yb Local Government Board, which may allow or dis- 
allow them, and, before their confirmation, notice of intention to > apply for 
confirmation must be advertised, and for a month at least before such appli- 
cation a copy of the proposed bye-laws must have been kept at the office of 
the local authority ior tho tnapestion of satepayens, an sho cheek of Balen 
— le ¢ of ‘ian to certain t 

e-laws, OF & , to any ratepayer on paymen 
sate. Section 33 the ~ vides that 
borough may from time to time make such b; 
meet for the good rule 
vention and suppression of nuisances not already 
manner, and they may by such bye-laws appoint such fines, not exceeding 


£5, as they deem necessary for the of offences against the 
bye-laws. ff is under this au that the bye-law oa 
framed. What are the checks or under which 


th wide 

authority of making bye-laws is same 
Somer odie that no bye-law can be made unless two- 
whole number of the council are aye peg bee so made, i 
come into force until the expiration of forty 
been fixed on the town-ball, and it 
expiration of forty days after a copy 
bea ah Seera so er Conta halons pod 

een, the ivy a pr - 
law, or thereof, such ae real part shall not come 
force, the Queen may 
which the bye-law shall not come into force. 
ment has thought fit to 
and cities, aleo 
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made for good rule and government in their own localities. But that 
power is ied by certain safeguards ; there must be antecedent 
of the bye-law, with a view, I presume, of eliciting the public 
opinion of the locality upon it, and such bye-laws shall have no force 
until after they have been forwarded to the Secretary of State. Further, 
the Queen, with the advice of lier Privy Council, may disallow the bye- 
law wholly or in a, and may enlarge the suspensory period before it 
comes into operation. I agree that the presence of these safeguards in no way 
relieves the court of the responsibility of inquiring into the validity of 
bye-laws where they are brought in question, or in any way affects the 
authority of the court in the determination of their validity or invalidity. 
It is to be observed, mcreover, that the bye-laws having come into force 
they are not like the laws, or what were raid to be the laws, of the Medes 
and Persians—they are not unchangeable. The power is to make bye-laws 
from time ‘to time as to the authority shall seem meet, and if experience 
shews that.in any respect existing bye-laws work hardly or inconveniently 
the local authority, acted upon by public opinion, as it must necessarily 
be,.of those concerned, has full power to repeal or alter them. It need 
hardly be added that should experience warrant that course the Legisla- 
ture, which has given, may modify or take away the powers they have 
delegated. I have thought it well to deal with these points in some 
detail, and for this reason—that the great majority of the cases in which 
the question of bye-laws has been discussed are not cases of bye-laws of 
bodies of a public representative character entrusted by Parliament with 
delegated authority, but are for the most part cases of railway companies, 
dock companies, or other like companies which carry on their business for 
their own profit, although incidentally for the advantage of the public. 
In this class of case it is right that the courts should jealously watch the 
exereise of these powers and guard against their unnecessary or unreason- 
able exercise to the public disadvantage. But when the court is called 
pe ag consider the bye-laws of public representative bodies clothed 
the ample authority which I have described, and exercising that 
authority accompanied by the checks and safeguards which have been 
» I think the consideration of such bye-laws ought to be 

d from «u different standpoint. They ought to be sup- 

ported if ble. They ought to be, as has been said, 
**benevolently”’ interpreted, and credit ought to be given 
to: those who have to administer them that they will be 
reasonably administered. This involves the introduction of no new canon 
of construction. But, further, looking to the character of the body 
ating under the delegated authority of Parliament, to the subject- 
matter of such F agererren and to the nature and extent of the authority 
given to deal with matters which concern them, and in the manner which 
to them shall seem meet, I think courts of justice ought to be slow to 
condemn as invalid any bye-laws so made under such conditions on the 
ground of d unreasonableness. Notwithstanding what Cockburn, 
O.J., said in Bailey v. Williamson (3 L. BR. Q. B, 124, 1873)—an analogous 
case—I do not mean to say that there may not be cases in which it 
would be the duty of the court to condemn bye-laws made under such 
authority as these were made as invalid because unreasonable. But 
unreasonable in what sense? If, for instance, they were found to be 
partial and unequal in their operation as between different classes, if they 
were manifestly unjust, if they disclosed bad faith, if they involved such 
oppressive or gratuitous interference with the rights of those subject to 
them as could find no justification in the minds of reasonable men, the 
court might well say Parliament never intended to give authority to make 
such rules; they are unreasonable and wiira vires. But it is in this sense, 
and in this sense only, as I conceive, that the question of unreasonableness 
can properly by regarded. It is not contended that the bye-law 
should, in order to be valid, be confined to cases where the playing or 
singing amounted to a nuisance, but the objections are, as I understand 
them, that the bye-law is bad—firet, because it is not confined to cases 
where the playing or singing is in fact causing annoyance, and next, 
because it enables a police-constable to bring it into operation by a 
request on his part to the player or singer to desist. As to the first of 
these objections, if the general principles upon which these bye-laws 
ought to be dealt with are those which I have already stated, it 
ig clear that the absence of this qualification cannot make the bye- 
law. invalid. But, further, such a qualification, in my judgment, 
would render the bye-law ineffective. What is to be the standard 
of annoyance? What may be a cause of annoyance to one person 
may be no annoyance, and may even be pleasurable, to another 
person. Again, who is to be the judge in such a case of whether there is 
or is not: an annoyance? Is it to be the resident of the house within 
fifty yards of the playing or singing, or is it to be the magistrate who 
hears the charge? It is enough to eay that in my judgment the absence 
of the suggested qualification cannot make the bye-law invalid, even if 
it be admitted that its presence would be an improvement. As to the 
second objection—namely, that the policeman has the power of putting 
the bye-law in operation by requiring the player or singer to desist, I 
again eay that, even if the absence of this power would be an improve- 
ment and would make the bye-law in the apprehension of some more 
reasonable, it is not on the principles I have already stated any ground 
for declaring the bye-law to be invalid. . . . The facts of this case 
are certainly no illustration of the bye-law having been gratuitously or 
vexatiously put in force. The case states (paragraph 5) that although it 
was em that the occupier of the house within fifty yards had on 
the dayin Question requested the constable to require the appellant to 
desist, yet it was proved that the singing was an annoyance to the 
occupier and that he had on previous cccasions complained to the police 
of such singing. Indeed, it was stated during the argument that the 





conviction here appealed from was the second conviction of the appellant | 
sessions of an offence under section 14 of the Licensing Act, 1872, and 


for an offence against this bye-law. I have carefully read the cases cited 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 











in argument, but I do not propose to consider them ir detail. Many of 
them relate to bye-laws e under different statutes ; others it is diffi- 
cult to reconcile ; few deal with the principles upon which bye-laws like 
those in question are to be dealt with by the courts; and some of them — 
as, for instance, Munro v. Watson (51 J. P. 660) and perhaps Johnson v. 
Mayor of Croydon (16 Q. B. D., p. 708) may be distinguished from the 
ra case. In weighing previous authorities it is further to be recol- 
ected that the cases have come before Divisional Court:, usually couzist- 
ing of two members, and that those cases, being in their nature criminal, 
there has been no judgment of a Court of —— upon them. It is for this 
reason that the present special court has been constituted. I cannot 
doubt that this court has authority to review, and if it thinks fit to differ 
from, any prior decision of a Divisional Court on this subject (sec 
Fortescue v. The Vestry of St. Matthew, Bethnal-green (1891, 2 Q. B. 170). 
[His lordship then referred to the decision of the Privy Council in Slattery 
v. Naylor (13 App. Cas. 446, and continued :] In my opinion, judged by 
the test of reasonableness, even in its narrower sense, this a reasonable 
bye-law ; but, whether I am right or wrong in this view, I am clearly of 
opinion that no court of law can properly say that it is invalid. In the 
result the conviction appealed from must, in my opinion, be affirmed ; 
but, as the question is one of wide importance, and as to which there 
has been a contrariety of judicial opinion, it will be affirmed without 
costs. 

Sir Francis Jeune, P., read a judgment concurring with Lord 
Russell, C.J. 

Curry, L.J., concurred. 

Maruew, J., in the course of a written judgment, in which he differed 
from the opinion of the other members of the court, said: It was con- 
tended on behalf of the appellant that the bye-law in the present case 
was not reasonable and was notcertain. It forbade, without qualification 
of any kind, conduct which might be perfectly innocent and unobjection- 
able. It did not provide, as had been done in similar enactments, that 
the act prohibited shor’d be an annoyance to any one. It contained no 
exception, and would, according to its terms, condemn all music and 
singing within fifty yards of a dwelling-house as in the nature of a 
nuisance. The right to prohibit was conferred on any policeman. A 
policeman had no such authority in the metropolis. Why should a 
policeman in the country be entrusted with powers so casily abused? For 
the respondent it was argued that the bye-law had been framed.by a 
representative body created under recent legislation, whose regulations 
should be indulgently treated, and that Parliament intended that local 
authorities should be upheld, and to this end that new canons of con- 
struction should be adopted by the courts to preserve their bye-laws from 
being declared invalid. The argument was that it was no longer enough 
to point out that a bye-law according to its terms was unreasonable; it 
should be upheld if it might be reasonably enforced, and it was no longer 
an objection that it might be unreasonably enforced. It was urged 
that there were adequate safeguards for the public which, 
though not expressed, ought to be implied; but his lordship 
for reasons which he stated, considered these safeguards inadequate. 
From the earliest times when charters were granted to towns municipal 
affaire had been managed by elected representatives of the inhabitants, 
and the bye-laws made by such bodies had been frequently declared to be 
invalid. Nocase had been cited in which there was any trace of the 
principle now contended for, that such bye-laws were to be interpreted 
with any particular indulgence because of their popular origin. He con- 
curred in the view that deference should be shewn by the courts to the 
bye-laws of a local authority which might appear tointerfere unduly with 
personal liberty, where there was reason to suppose that the regulations 
were called for by the requirements of the particular place. But this 
bye-law was not confined to a particular locality. It applied to the whole 
of rural Kent. It seemed to him that it was practically proposed in this 
case that they should add a proviso to the bye-law to the effect that it 
ought not to be unnecessarily or unreasonably enforced. He regretted 
being unable to concur with the view of the majority of the court. Their 
jadgment appeared to him to conflict with the recent decisions referred 
to, and with the views expressed by Hawkins, J., Cave, J., the present 
Master of the Rolls, and Kay, L.J. The principle of <Alty v. Farrell 
(1896, 1 Q. B. 636), acase which had the high authority of the Lord Chief 
Justice and Wright, J., seemed to him to be applicable to the: present 
case. The judgment of the majority of the judges by whom the present 
case was decided would, no doubt, be entitled to great respect from those 
who might have to decide similar cases, though not binding on them. In 
the present state of the law, there seemed to be no mode of finally settling 
differences of judicial opinion that might arise in cases like the present. 
A change of procedure would seem to be necessary which would permit 
an appeal in the ordinary way. In his opinion, the conviction should be 
quashed. 

Waricut, Darime, and Cuanng.t, JJ., agreed with the judgment of 
the Lord Chief Justice, Conviction affirmed.—Covunsg1, Robson, Q.0., and 
Hohler ; Dickens, Q.C., and A. Gill. Souscrrors, Schultz § Son, for A. J. 
Ellis, Maidstone ; Hoar, Howlett, § Tatham, Maidstone. 

[Reported by T. R. C. Ditt, Barrister-at-Law. | 


MILLER v. THE JUSTICES OF DUDLEY. Div. Court. 13th May. 


Licensinc Acts—Servinc Repurep Prostirures—ReasonaBLe Time For 
Rerresuments—Oncts or Proor Rests on Prosecurion—AFrrigMATIVE 
Evipence Must pe Given—Laicenstnc Act, 1872 (c. 94), s. 14— 
Summary Junispicrion Act, 1879 (c. 49), s. 39. 


Special case stated by the justices for the county of Worcester. The 
appellant, Mary Miller, been convicted before the justices at quarter 
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the question for the decision of the Court was whether that convic- 
tion ought to stand. The ap; t was the occupier of a beer-house 
known as the “ Mountain ”” in the h of Dudley, and was 
summoned for having, on the 29th of Septem " reputed 
prostitutes to frequent her licensed premises, and a ee 
than was necessary for the purpose of their obtaining reasonable - 
to the 14th section of the Licensing Act, 1872. That 


ments, con 
/ section provides that if a licensed person 8s to be the 
habitual resort or place of meeting of a class of women for 


urpose whatever, and allows them to remain thereon longer than is 
He rad for the purpose of obtaining reasonable refreshment, he shall 
be liable to a lty; and any conviction for an offence under this 
section shall, unless the magistrates direct otherwise, be recorded on the 
licence of the person convicted. The facts proved before the magistrates 
as stated in the case were that on the night in question a woman of 
the unfortunate class, named Margaret H , was found upon the 
appellant’s premises by the informant, a police-constable. As soon as he 

, entered the appellant spoke to Higgias, who immediately left. No evidence 
was offered as to whether the woman had gone to the house for the purpose 
of obtaining refreshment or not, nor how long she had been upon the 
premises, and all that the case stated was that at the time the police- 
constable saw ns she was not partaking of any refreshments. No 
witnesses were calied on behalf of the appellant, and it was contended on 

' her behalf that the evidence offered by the prosecution was not sufficient 
to maintain a conviction under the section, since the prosecution was 
bound to prove, not only that the licensed person knowingly permitted 
his licensed premises to be the habitual resort of reputed a but 
also that he allowed women of that class to remain there longer than was 
necessary for the purpose of obtaining reasonable refreshment—the mere 
serving of such persons being in itself no offence—and that here the 

rosecution had failed to prove that the licensed person had allowed 

iggins to remain longer on the premises than was necessary for her to 
partake of refreshment. For the prosecution it was contended that all 
they had to prove was that the licensed person knowingly permitted a 
reputed prostitute to resort to her premises, that the onus of proving that 
such women went there merely to obtain refreshment and that they left 
so soon as they had obtained it was, by the Sum Jurisdiction Act, 
1879, cast upon the owner of the premises; and, further, tho fact that the 
woman was not-ecen to be taking refreshment on the premises rendered it 
unnecessary for them to prove how long she had been permitted to remain 
thereon, and that the appellant, by suffering her to remain for any time, 
however short, except for the p of refreshment, on her premises 
was an offence under the section. The majority of the justices were o 
opinion that upon the evidence the appeal should be dismissed with costs, 
subject to the decision of the High Court whether, on the facts stated, the 
conviction could be maintained. 

Tue Court allowed the appeal. 

Wits, J., said the conviction could not be supported. He would be 
most reluctant indeed to give a decision which would throw any real 
difficulty in the way of administering the law under this section; but he 
was bound to consider the evidence from both sides, and it was clear, 
whatever might be the real facts, that the evidence offered by the prosecu- 
tion did not support the charge. There was no evidence to prove that the 
innkeeper knew the woman was on the omceien Fp might have been 
there an hour, or only just have come in—or that the woman had gone 
there except for refreshment, or had remained — than a reasonable 
time to take refreshment. The appellant might have thought it wise, 
when she saw the constable come in, to tell the woman to go out. It was 
@ question of fact, and a conviction one not to be obtained on mere 
suspicion, however strong the circumstantial evidence might — to be. 
During the argument the attention of the court has had been drawn to the 
changes the Summary Jurisdiction Act, 1879, s. 39, had made in the 
procedure under the Act of 1872. It was alleged that the onus of proving 
that = yaky prostitutes had not remained beyond the time reasonably 
required for them to take refreshment now rested on the innkeeper. The 
charge, Mr. Avory contended, having been made the endant, 
the onus of disproving it rested on him. In his opinion that argument 


ph ee It rested with the prosecution in mop | e 
charge. e thoug ere 6 no 0 or costs the 
justices, although they had opposed the appeal, since, he added, in doing 
so they had assisted the court very much. 

Kennepy, J., concurred. It was not sufficient for a prosecution to offer 
evidence upon which an inference of fact might be drawn that would lead 
to the assumption that the offence charged had been committed. For a 
prosecution to succeed the party alleging the offence must make out an 
affirmative case. The question was an although not argued, whether 
it was necessary for the prosecution to prove that more than one reputed 
prostitute frequented the house before the publican could be convicted of 
an offence under section 14 of the Act of 1872. They had, therefore, not 
to decide that question, but there appeared to be authority for ye 4 
that on that ground of objection alone this conviction would have 5 
Appeal allowed; conviction quashed.—CounsgL, Hon. A. Lyttelton and 
J. R. V. Marchant ; Horace Avory. Sourcrrons, G. 8S. Warmington § Co., 
for Warmington, Thompson, $ Warmington, Dadley ; Emmett § Co., for A. W. 
Barradale, Clerk to the Justices. 

[Reported by Exsxiye Rew, Barrister-at-Law.] 
REG. v. DR. TRISTRAM, JUDGE OF THE CONSISTORY COURT OF 
LONDON. Div. Court. 12th and 13th May. 


EcciestasticaL Law—Facutty—Aprpiication To Orgn Corrin—Jvris- 
DICTION OF CuANCELLOR—Licence or Home SgcreTary—PxRouisitrion— 
Buriats Act, 1857 (20 & 21 Vicr. c. 81), s. 25. 


In this case arule had been obtained for a writ of prohibition directed 


Dr. Tristram, of the 
why be shoul nau «faculty enabling 


vault in Highgate Cemetery for the C 
any human remains in the coffin wide pa 
Thomas Charles 





the Secretary of State. It was submitted that the Ln gos ye had not 
substituted the licence for the order of the ee. had provided it 
as an additional security. (4) It was submitted probibitfon 
the proper remedy, but an from decision 
because the matter was not wholly foreign to the 
Chancellor’s Court. (5) The application for a p was premature. 
The applicants had the opportunity of D 
cellor’s Court, and they ought todo so. (6) 
= Burials = 1857, cantonal, Fe . 
prohibition was grea’ against interest ; would affect 
position of coroners and all Chancellors in the land, 
cause against the rule, submitted that all that the learned judge of the 
Consistory Court had done was to t a facul: 
tion, and that his decision could be re 
shewed that, upon the merits of the question, the faoulty should not be 
—- In accordance with the practice of the 
m in the office for fifteen days in order r 
tion, and although the other side had declined to enter an ——— 
for fear of the jurisdiction of y had 
actually intervened, and were in a position even now to have the case 
heard upon its merits. Farther, that a was not 
without precedent. See Sarah Pope's case (15 Jurist S14), also a precedent 
in 2 Oughton 331, and the protection of corpses 


ground had repeatedly been a by the civil courts. Foster.vi 
Dodd (L. R 3Q. B. 67, at p. 17), Mardman v. (L - Cons. 205, 
at p. 208), Hutchins v. i 1 Hagg. Cons. 170, oe 72), ddlam v. 
Coulthurst (L. R. 2 Adm. & Ecc. 30, at p. 38). The for 
ought, therefore, never to have been granted, and should be le 
In support of _ rule counsel — Jany ae a Act, 1857, 
it was a condition precedent to the faculty moving @ 
body that the licence of the Home oo should be 
in the case where the application was to remove 
some other consecrated ground. That was not the nature of the present 
application. These being the terms of the 
jurisdiction ‘to grant the faculty in the 
retary of State since the application did 
exception referred to in the statute 
Tuz Covrr discharged the rule. 
Wuzs, J.—The rule must be discharged 
the Home Secre was not a condition 
f th Onasleeey Court, (in this 
udge of the 
ing something con 
was not for the purpose of re- 
und, then a faculty could not be carried 
o so had also been obtained from the Home Secretary. 
judge had exercised jurisdiction on these matters 
and there was authority for that court to 
not restricted to cases of mere removal of 


s 
2. 
é 
F 
s 


i 
F tie 
i 


: 
: 
F 
: 


Py 

g 
ie | 
FRse 
aed] 
Ee. 
gh 


E 
| 


af 
E 
| 


: 

5 
f He 
ve 


se 
Fs 
i 
£3 
Fr 
| 
2 
i 

s 
oF 
fi 
mB 


i 
7 
: 


rf 
ir 
f 
| 
i 
i 
if; 


Kennepy, J., 
ance when they 














~ 





512 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 





May 21, 1898. | 





~_~ 





against under the section. Rule discharged.—Covnszt, Bar- 
Deane, Q.C., G. G. Phillimore, and H. O. Buckle ; Arnold Statham and 
Campbell-Johnston. Soxsctrons, Freshfield § Williams ; MacArthur § Co. 
[Reported by Exsxixz Rein, Barrister-at-Law.]} 


KINNIS v. GRAVES. Div. Court. 11th May. 


Pvsurc Heatta—Buiuowe Line— Inrormation — Dismissat — Justices 
Eaqvatty Divipsp—Continutnc Orrence—Pvustic Heattu (BvILpINe IN 
Srazers) Act, 1888 (51 & 52 Vicr. c. 55), 8. 3. 


This was a case stated by justices of St. Leonard’s upon an information 
laid on the 19th of November, 1897, charging the appellant that, having 
unlawfully and without the consent of the urban authority erected a 
certain house ina certain street not in accordance with the proper building 
line, he did continue the offence for fifty days after the 6th 
1897, and after written notice to set back the house, contrary to section 3 
of the Public Health (Building in Streets) Act, 1888. On the 5th of 
March, 1897, an information had been laid against the appellant charging 
him that on the 30th of December, 1896, he did unlawf erect the same 
houee as that alluded to in the later information, and did continue the 
offence for twenty-eight days after the written notice. This information 

by the justices before whom it was heard on the und 
that they were equally divided and were of opinion that there oval bo no 
conviction except by a majority. The justices who heard the later 
information convicted the appellant. It was contended on behalf of the 
appellant that he ought to have been acquitted on the later information 
because the decision of the justices who heard the first information 
amounted to an acquittal of the offence charged, and it could not be an 
offence to continue to do that which had been held not to be an offence. 
Reg. v. Ashplant (52 J. P. 474) and Ex parte Evans (1894, A. C. 16) were 
cited. For the respondent it was contended that the decision of the 
justices on the first information was not an acquittal. 

Tue Court (Writs and Kennepy, JJ.) allowed the appeal and quashed 
the conviction. 

Wits, J., said that, on the authority of the cases cited, they must 
hold that the effect of what the justices did in the first information was a 
dismissal of the information, and that the information having been 
dismissed the justices must be taken to have decided that no offence had 
been committed. That was an end of the matter, and the justices who 
heard the second i tion wi und by the decision of the justices 

.—CoUNSsEL, As ; H. UC. Richards. LICITORS, 
Albert Neve, St. Leonard’s; Langham, Son, § Douglas, 






[Reported by C. G. Witsranam, Barrister-at-Law. } 


SOLICITORS ORDERED TO BE STRUCK OFF THE ROLLS. 

18 May.—Horace Mauinos (Plumstead). 

18 May.—Dantet Jonzs (47, Chancery-lane, London). 

18 May.—Wituram Ricuarp Dent (2, New-court, Lincoln’s-inn, and 
Harlow). 

18 May.—Luewetyn Matcotm Wrnnz (31, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, London). 


SOLICITOR SUSPENDED FROM PRACTICE FOR SIX MONTHS. 
18 May.—Camrsett Movuntacue Epwanp Wrysne (6, Clement’s-inn, 
London). 








LEGAL NEWS. 
GENERAL. 


It is stated that Mr. Justice Byrne has left town for St. Margaret’s Bay, 
and is not expected to return to his court during the present sittings. 


Mr. Justice Bigham has been appointed the judge to try civil causes at 
the Manchester and Liverpool Assizes for the coming year, commencing at 
the ensuing autumn assizes. 


Mr. Justice Hawkins has fixed the following commission days for hold- 
ing the summer assizes on the South-Eastern Circuit—viz., Huntingdon, 
Monday, the 30th of May ; Cambridge, Monday, the 6th of June; Bury 
St. Edmunds, Friday, the 10th of June; Norwich, Friday, the 17th of 
June ; Chelmsford, esday, the 28th of June; Hertford, Monday, the 
Ath of July; Lewes, Friday, the 8th of July. 


The Times says that as the Lord Chief Justice will be engaged at the 
Assizes on the Western Circuit during the Whitsun holidays, he-will take 
a short vacation prior to the rising of the courts, and he is consequently 
not expected to sit again after this week. Mr. Justice Wright who will 
be similarly e ed on the Home Circuit, will also take a few days, but 
is ted to sit for the purpose of taking companies winding-up business 
on Wedneeday. Mr. Justice Hawkins, the third judge who will be away 
at the assizes during the holidays, took his share of the vacation at the 
beginning of the present sittings. 

The practice is still kept up in New York, says the American Law 
Review, of retiring judges when they reach the age of seventy, though we 
understand that they may still be called upon by the Governor to render 
= services. When the New York Court of Appeals adjourned on 

oe ainige of December, Chief J «4 Andrews had attained the 
cons t of seventy years. e therefore retires from the 
bench of that court, but will be entitled to draw his full salary during the 
term for which he was elected, about eight years of which are unexpired. 








The Albany Law Journal says that the Hon. J. N. Dean, of Xenia, 
probate judge of Greene county, Ohio, in making out the papers for 
commi a man by the name of J. W. Murphy to the insane department 
of the county infirmary, absent-mindedly insertei his own name in the 
papers where that of the crazy man’s should have appeared, and the 
mistake was not discovered until Constable Matthews presented Murphy 
at Sey. oe officer then came back to town and informed the 
judge that he proper papers for his commitment to a mad-house, and 
asked if he would go —s or would have the handcuffson. The judge 
altered the papers and grimly remarked that he would beg to be excused 
just now. 


In the House of Commons last week Mr. Gibson Bowles asked the 
Chancellor of the Exchequer, whether, having regard to the undertaking 
given by him on the 3rd of July, 1896, that he would be prepared to pay 
the reasonable costs of both sides if a case arose in whicb a general prin- 
ciple could be submitted to the court for deciding the question whether 
settled property in which the deceased’s life interest had been transferred 
to the reversioner more than twelve months prior to death was or was not 
chargeable with duty under the Finance Act, 1894, and to the fact that the 
case of the Att -General v. Beach had been so submitted to the 
Divisional Court to the Court of Appeal, the reasonable costs of both 
sides in that case in both courts been or would be paid by her 
Majesty’s Government; and, if not, why not; whether, during the 
existence of the doubt whether duty was lawfully chargeable in such cases, 
the duty had been in such cases exacted and levied in and since 1896; 
and, if so, what was the amount of duty so levied in 1896-7 and 1897-8 ; 
whether, in view of the unanimous decision of the Court of spon that the 
duty was not chargeable in such cases, the Inland Revenue authorities would 
now abstain from exacting it, and would continue so to abstain until their 
appeal to the House of Lords had been decided ; and, whether the reasonable 
costs of both sides in that appeal would be = by her Majesty’s Government. 
The Chancellor of the Exchequer said: The costs of the respondents in 
the Divisional Court have been paid by the Crown, in accordance with 
the undertaking to which the hon. member refers. .In the Appeal Court 
costs were given against the Crown and will be paid according to the 
order of the court. Duty has been levied in and since 1896 in cases in 
which, acco to the judgment of the Court of Appeal, duty is not 
chargeable. I do not know what may be the precise amount of the duty 
so paid, and, unless it has to be repaid, there seems no reason for stating 
it. In view of the fact that two conflicting decisions have now been 
given on the point at issue, I believe it would be in accordance with 
precedent that, pending the appeal to the House of Lords, the duty 
should be in such cases and the parties liable informed that, if 
the contention of the Crown fails, any over-payment will be refunded. It 
is not intended to pay the costs of the respondents in the appeal 
to the House of Lords. On Tuesday last Mr. Gibson Bowles 
put a further question on the matter. He asked the Chancellor 
of the Exchequer whether he was aware that for a period of 
nearly a year after the 2nd of August, 1894, when the Finance Act came 
into operation, the Inland Revenue authorities neither exacted or claimed 
estate duty on settled property in which the deceased’s life interest had 
been transferred to the reversioner more than twelve months prior to 
death ; whether he could state the date upon which the duty was first 
claimed and exacted in such cases; and, whether, since the doubt as to 
the — such a claim was first raised in 1896, the persons from whom 
duty had in such cases been exacted had been informed by the Depart- 
ment of Inland Revenue that if the contention of the Crown failed any 
over-payment would be refunded. The Chancellor of the Exchequer 
said: A claim for estate duty was first made in cases such as that men- 
tioned by the hon. member in July, 1895, on the advice of the law officers. 
In certain cases the ies had paid the duty on condition that if within 
a given time the point at issue should be finally decided against the 
Crown any duty over-paid would be refunded. 





COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rora or Recisrrans 1x ATTENDANCE ON 











Date Appzat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
“ No. 2. Nogra. Stiauixe. 
Monday, May ... ...+..... 23 Mr. Pemberton Mr. Godfrey Mr. King 
Tuesday 24 ard Rolt Farmer 
25 Pemberton Godfrey King 
.. 26 Ward Rolt Farmer 
a Pemberton Godfrey i 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Kexewioag. Romer. Braye. 
Monday, May 23 Mr. Lavie . Carrington Mr. Leach 
. ms ae; Pugh Jackson Beal 
Wednesd 25 Lavie Carrington Leach 
26 Pugb Jackson Beal 
pS En Lavie Carrington Leach 
The Whitsun Vacation will commence on Saturday, the 28th day of May, and terminate 


on Tuesday, the 3lst day of May, 1898, both days inclusive. 


WARNING To INTBNDING Hovse Puncuasens AND Lesszzs.—Before pur- 
chasing or renting a house, have the Sanitary Arrangements thoroughly 
Examined, Tested, and Reported Upon by an Expert from Messrs. Carter 
Bros., 65, Victoria-street, Westminster. Fee quoted on receipt of full 
particulars. (Established 21 years.)—[Apvr.] 
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THE PROPERTY MART. 
SALES OF THE ENSUING WEEK. 
May 26.—Messrs. E:x.oart, at the Mart, at 12, Freehold Chambers in New-square 
*Y cmpeleiag 12 rooms. ~~ Messrs. Upton, Atkey, & Cv., London. (See 
advertisement, this week, p. 4). : 
May 24.—Messrs. Eowrs Fox 4 Bousrietp, at tha Mart, at 2 p.m., Important Bu"'ding 
Land at Clapham Common, with frontages of over 1,000 feet to ex roads; the 


estate is close to the tramway. Solicitors, Messrs. Russell, Son, Cumm‘ag, 
London. (See advertisement, May 14, p. 5.) 
RESULT OF SALES. 

Messrs. H. E. Foster & Cranvretp held their usual peu f — Fy of 
Reversions, Life Policics, and Shares, at the et, A oe ote 
{otal realized being £17,125. The following being amongst th 
REVERSIONS : £ 

Absolute t> £1,000 ; life 31 200 
—, to Freehold, known as No. 6, Bennett ‘streat, Biackiriars 5 ; on 
ife ons - ose ” 
Absolute to a Trust Fuad of about £13,218; life 61... oon aon » 6,350 
Absolute to £30,000 ; lives 62 and 59.. ais pus + 8,000 
Absolute to One-fourth of about £10, 000; lives 55and63 pee * "S| 
Abrolute to One-fifth of £2,750 Great Indian Pen‘nsula Railway 
a. and to One-fifth of on ¥ wdia i oi eel "i end lives 
andso. “ae 250 
LIFé POLICY: 
For £1,200; life 52 a ove am aes ane on we es ae 450 
SHARES: . 
Kettner’s, Limited : 40 Ordinary Shares of £1 each, fully paid wa ; 25 








InrorMATION Wantep.—Re Miss Caroline Rintoul, deceased.—Any 
person having information as to any Will, Codicil, or Property of the 
above lady, who died at 42, Colls-road, Peckham, Surrey, in April, 1898, 
and who has also resided during recent years at Rickmansworth ; Artesian- 
road, Bayswater; Argyle-square, King’s-cross; 92, Peckham- -rye, and 
Blenheim-grove, Rye-laue, Peckham, is requested to communicate with 
Mr. Thomas Francis Peacock, Solicitor, 12, South-square, Gray’s-inn, 
W.C.—[Apvr. | 





WINDING UP NOTICES. 


London Gazette.—Faipay, May 13, 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luatep m Cuawomry. 

B. Dusows«: & Sons, Linrrep—Creditors are required, on or before Monda 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to W. P 
Campbell-Everden, Suffolk House, Laurence te pep he hill 

Brapsven & Co, Limrrep—Creditors are required to send ia particulars of claims, on 
or before June 10, to Philip Bates, 110, Edmund st, Birmingham 

Baitisa ELecreozone CorPoraTiog, tee are required, on or before Jane 
25, to send their names and addresses, an rticulars of their debts or claims, to 
Alfred Edmund Edwards, 8, Trafalgar tide! orthumberland avenue 

CoxsoLipaTep ConrTRact Conporatioy, Lutrrep—Petn for winding up, presented May 10, 
directed to be heard on May 25. Stanley Woodhouse & Hedderwick, 45, ss hill, 
solors for petner. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 
o'clock in the afternoon of May 24 

Cooney Propaietary Mixes, Lourep - Liquipatiox)—Creditors are 
before June 30, to send their names an and the particulars of t 
claims, to Grosvenor George Walker, -' = Swithin’ 3 —_ 

Fox Steam Tue Co, Liuirep—Credit or before June 21, to send their 
names and addresses, and the pantiouiens of their debts or claims, to to W. Charles W. 
Vincent, 85, Gresham st. Faithfull & Son, 51, Borough High “< srl for liquidator 

Opnir CoxcEssioxs axp Exrioration Co, Loirrep uired, on or before 
June 10, to send their names and addresses, and the portionlans « of th their debts or claims, 
to Sidney Wells Money, 31, Lombard st. Reader & Co, Chapel pl, Poultry, solors for 
the liquidator 

Perro.teum Propucts Syypicatrs, Losirep—Credit or before June 13, 
to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of eared "debts and claims, to 
W. M. Gillam, 5, Whittington avenue. Williams & Neville, Winchester House, Old 
Broad st, solors to the liquidator 

Saruixa Sure “ Lonp Srescer” C o, Liwirep—Creditors are required, on or before June 
20, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
John Herron, 15, Tower bidgs, N., Water st, Liverpool. Hill, Dickinson, & Co, 
Liverpool, solors to the liquidator 

Wors.ey’s, Limrrsp—Petn for winding up, wey — 9, directed to be heard on 
May 25. Arthur J. Benjamin, 24, Coleman st, solor for 2 ote Notice of 
must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of May 24 

County Parative or Lancaster. 
Loarep in Caancerr. 

Tuatoy Bieacnine ayp Dyeie Co, Limtrep—Peta for windiog g up. presented May 12, 

directed to be heard at St. George’s Hall, nn on py phe 10.30. Grundy, bon, 


& Co, 78, ‘cing st, Manchester, solors for petner. otice of ques must reach the 
above-named not later than 2 o'clock in the - of May 21 ™ 


, June 27, to 


uired, on or 
debts or 








London Gasette.—Turspay, May 17. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIBS. 
Lucirep m CHanorry. 
Argicay Assavsat, Gotp Mixus, Liutrep—Creditors are required, on or before Tuesday, 
= 19, to send their names and ad , and the particulars of 4 — or claims, 
osiah Richards, 11, Poultry. Hands, 10, Ange! ct, solor for liquida 
nano AND GENERAL FIRE InsuRANcE AND GUARANTEE Corporation, 15 MEG OER 
os vinting wD, oa Mer eaten = y- heard on Speneeieg, May 25. J.E. 
ickfold, 4 pt chbrs, Telegraph st, so! or petner. “Notice of appearing must 
reach the above-named not later than 6 Velock i in a Laon of bat Pi es 
Mixine anp Excivesns’ Stores, Linitep—Credit on or before June 28, 
to send their names and addresses, and letdeme of their debts or claims, to Henry 
Commas Howard, 17, Coleman st C & HB Taylor, Crutched Friars, solors for 
quidator 
Securities Reauization Corroratiox, Limrreo—Creditors are required, on or before 
June 24, to send their names and addresses, and particulars oft theit debts or claims, to 
ron betas" 76, Coleman st Munns & len, 8, Old presented oy to —e 
7 Aker, & Co, Limirep—Petn for winding u P, a 9, directed to 
heard May 25. Cecil J. Rawlinson, 47, New B ner. Notice pe 
appearing must reach the above-named not later Sars, 6 Seok the afternoon of 


Towser Pus.isnixe Co, Limrrep—Petn for winding u 11, directed to be 
heard May 25. McKenna & Co, 17 and 18, Basinghall st, sole st, pm tor e petners. Notice 








of apearing much each the abore- same not later weenie te ete ef 


FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 


B F y Society, Bitteswell, ll 
LavocoK fuuenet Sisters Society, Corner Cena tives tT yacosd, Aberdare, Glam. 


1 
I P Femacz Lovee, West st, Sutton, Surrey. May 11 
Rusrowatee Wesubras Mertuopist bomns hamnee Fowszaat Fusp Socierr, Blaith- 


Unt _ Faigroe Beer Soc-ry, nn Chapel, Hartley row, Hartley, Wincbfiid, 
ol 
CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day or Cratm. 
London Gasette.—Tunspay, April 26. 
by oe dae ng May 24 London 


Jagtene, bday ne — 
catia arene 7 Williams v Williams, 


en Co 
Witirams, what So mee 
North, J Griffith, Son, & 
London Gazette.—Tursvar, May 3. 
Cunvowaseee, Tyseomee, Dunstan’s hill, Ship and igo Hooke June6 Evans 


Chees J Rushton, New inn, Strand 
Wituams, Gsoror powas, Tanpekice W. Wells, Esq June 8 Claris v Sadler, North, J 
Claris, Dover 
London Gasette,—Faivay, May 6. 
H , Jane, Old , or © Monmouth June 9 Fowler v Phillips, 
moe co ig rumlin, 


London Gazette.—Turspay, May 10. 
Woorsrove, Josern, Sibford, Oxford, Farms June 1t Thornitt v Marshall, Keke- 
wich, J Stockton, Banbury 





UNDER 22 & 23 VICI. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Cram, 
London Gasette.—Turspay, May 3. 
Assens 8, Hamniette Amevta Weecks, Albion st, Hyde park June 24 Lovell & Co, 


Baxes, bays A PH, Holling worth, Chester June 14 Hand & Co, Macclesfield 
Barauaer, Hewry Auex, Chapel st, Belgrave sq June 13 Hores & Co, Lincoln's inn 
8 


2. 

Bowen, Sastva Carnanine, Reading, Berks June 4 Smith & fons, Weston super 

Baows, Ratra, Banstead, nr Epsom, Butcher June 30 Balderston & Warrens, Bedford 

row 

Buck worts, Preasaxce Grace, Coltishall, Norfolk June2S Archer & Archer, King’s 
yon 

Ceci, Many Axx, Hove, Sussex June 6 Upperton & Bacon, Brighton 

Coss, Tuomas Pix, Finsbury circus, Solicitor Jane 16 Janson & Co, Finsbary circus 

Coomnas, Winasan Srkick.taxp, Hampstead June 18 Pennington & Son, Lincoln's inn 
e' 


Conisa, Many Axs, Liverpool June13 O’Hare, Liverpool 

Epwanps, Jony, Fenton, Stafford May9 Sproston, Newcastle under Lyme 
Farn, Reszoca, Peckham June 18 Trinder & Co, Cornbill 

Fisp.ay, Jou, Liverpool, Ironfounder May 31 Batesons & Co, Liverpool 
Gapnikt, James Wicv, Rock Ferry, Chester June 10 Cornish, Liverpool 

Gay, Corse.ivs, Chitty st, Fitzroy sq May 27 Noel, Serle st, Lincoln's inn fields 
Hain, Mrs Exuty Jaye, Halifax June10 Ingram & Huntriss, Halifax 


Harriecp, Atyrep Drake, Orpington, Kent, Gas Rate Collector May 31 May Sykes & 
Co, Laurence Pountney hill 


Hices. James, Brixton hill, Dairy Farner July 4 Tamplin & Co, Fenchurch st 

How, Ciana Faancas, Wick, Glos June6 Simmons & Co, Bath 

Lirrox, Rowiayp Tuomas, Bristol June2 Wansbrough & Co, Bristol 

Mantix, Harzior Watkes, Weston super Mare June 10 Thompson, Whitehaven 

Maartix, Wii.1uaM, Weston super Mare, Congregational Minister June 10 Thompson, 
Whitehaven 

Moors, Jony, St Mary Cray, Kent May 31 May &Co, Laurence Pountney hill 

Poxtiarp, Wictram, Penryn, Cornwall May 31 Rogers, Falmouth 

Pratt, Hannan, Great Yarmouth May11 Burton & Son, Great Yarmouth 

PriouAnp, Tuomas Hewny, Clifton, Bristol June 1 Fussell & Co, Bristol 

Ricwanps, Jouyx, Gedling, Nottingham May11 Robert Hallam, Nottingham 

Samvue., Hesry Syivestex, Onslow grdns Junel4 Dawes & Sons, Angel ct 


Saxpsacn, Rosamonp, and Wixiraep Sanpsacu, Draycott May 31 Royds & Raw- 
storne, Suffolk pl, Pall Mall East : ” - 


Srraxor, Wiiuiam, Leicester June4 Neale, Leicester 
wa Ciemext Dawsorne, Clifton, Bristol June 11 Meade-King & Son, 


Tixxcee,.Gzorcs, Plymouth Junei7 Palmer, Queen Victoria st 

Tram, Sir Grouen Rosszr, Earl’s court, Wholesale Stationer May 28 Hill, Queen 
Uxoanoo, Tuomas, Crouch End May 31 Howard & Shelton, Tower chmbrs, Moor 
Vickers, Edward, Oxford June 14 Vickers & Co, Sheffield 

Wa aisiey, Brapsuaw, Maida Vale June2 Beaumont & Son; Lincoln’s inn fields 
Waxss, Sanau Evrnema, Brighton May 30 Harker, Brighton 


| Wanuvnst, James, Openshaw, Manchester May 26 Crofton & Co, Manchester 


Winrey, Jase Evizavern, Burghley rd, Highgaterd Junei Routh & Co, Sonthamp- 
st, Bloomsbury 

Weerkcy, Jane, Harmondsworth June4 Bird & Son, Uxbridge 

Wurre, Heyny, Caundle Marsh, Dorset, Yeoman May15 Ffooks & Douglas, Sherborne 

Wiwrer, Avy, Pickering, Yorks Jutie3 Whitehead, Pickering 

Wootr, Tuomas, Stafford, Farmer May 32 Great-r afford 
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BANKRUPTCY NOTICES 
London Gasette.— Farivar, May 13. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Aeugmses, Cuantes Frenerick, New Wortley, Leeds, Joxgs, Henry, Crickhowell, Brecons, Grocer May 20 at 3 


Leeds Pet May 10 Ord May 10 


es ~y Hewny aa | Southall, Farmer Windsor Joxes, Joun Jenxix, Ferndale, Glam, Gro.er May 24 at 3 
Beray, Apeauan, Farpoldewick, York, Weaver Bradford | yp, 5pocxs, al 


May it Ord May 
Brack, 811s, South Shields, Public house winge New- 
castle on Pet May 10 Ord May 10 
Boers, Georce iy ~ me Essex High Court 
April5 Ord 


Botpy, Ervest, Bradford, Whitesmith Bradford Pet 
May 10 Ord May 

Bow er, aoe oe hg Brixton, pee Engineer High 
Court Pet Mar16 Ord May 3 

Brooxrietp, Atpert, Warri' m, China Dealer War- 

Pet April 23 Or May 9 

Brows, Caartrs Avcnipatv, Longsight, Manchester, 

Tasuran 


Ma 


ee Agent Manchester et May 11 Ord Perkins, Jous, Halifax, Blacksmith May 25 atil Off 


yill 
Canmicuart, W,_ Birmin am, a Traveller Rayp, Horatio James, Bolton Woods, Braifurd May 20 
Biruingham ~ at ll Off Rec, 31, Manor row, Bradford 
oo eee WILLIAM, Leamington, Coal Dealer RgyNo.ps, Haray Wituiam, Leiston, Suffo'k, Jeweller 
Coors, Cuaries WILLIAM, Birmingham, Relieving Officer snthe dates Ga ae at, Ipswich on Sea, 
ham Pet Kent June 9 at 9.30 Off Rec, 73, Castle st, Canter- 


Pet April 26 Ord Ma 


Pet May9 Ord May 


May 9 Ord May9 
Epwakrps, James Tarvetyayx, Aberayon, Glam, Licensel 
Victualler Neath Pet May 10 Ord May 10 
Fawkes, Davin Heyry, Hempstead, Glos, Farmer 
Gloucester PetMay9 Ord May 9 


NoragineTon, 


Pearce, ArrTuur, 


ury 
Sxixwen, Faepertcxk Henserrt, 
Yorks, Solicitor May 20 at 12.15 Black Bull 


Padiham, 
Lancs, Cotton Manufacturers May 23 at3 Exchange 


Hotioway, Lemvew Hotmes, Saltley, Bir 
pester May 24 at 11 174, Corporation st, 

Hveues, Harotv M, Threadneedie 

20 at 11.20 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Joxts, Daxter, Treherbert, Glam, -~ Agent May 


23ati2 65, Highst, Merthyr Tydfi 
65, High st, Merthyr Tydfil 
65, High st, Merthyr Tydfi 


Cardiff 
Bankraptc bidgs, Carey st 
24 at 11 Shirehall, Chelmsford 

ood st, Bolton 
11.30 24, Railway app, London bridge 
Rec, 17, Hertford st, Coventry 


Town hall chmbrs, Halifax 


b 


Ripon 


eateeeesse, Suscian, ds Leeds PetMay 11 Ord Scares, Witiiam, and Hezexian S 
yi i ‘ 


Hepwey, Caagces Ausrey, Newcastle on Tyne, seed 
Newcastle on Tyne Pet May 10 Ord May 

Jounstox, James Wituiam, Leeds, Boot | 
Leeds Pet May3 Ord May 10 

Joxes, D Ketan, =" Grocer Carmarthen Pet 
April 30 


Law, Joux, Dewsbury fe Pet May 10 Ord 


y 10 
Lewis, Joun Powext, and Wittiam Moyrnam Lewis, 
Pontypridd, Grocers Pontypridd Pet April 28 Ord 


y7 
Lister, Feravus, Leeds, Commeneial Traveller Leeds 
Pet May9 Ord May 9 
Lyyer, WiLt14y, Hunslet, Leeds, Boot Repairer Leeds 
Pet May 10 ‘Ora May 10 
ma Wituiam, Sheffield, Sausage Manufacturer 
8h Pet May 9 Ord May 9 
Manoevsons, Jutivs, High Holborn, Tailor High Court 
Pet May 10 Ord May 10 
Panxiss, Jonny, Halifax, Blacksmith Halifax Pet May 
10 Ord May 10 
Pirgr, Eowarp, iow Somersets, Baker Frome Pet 
May 11 Ord May 
Ramsay, WILLIAM 1 Cornwall rd, Wertounts pk 
h Court Pet April 19 Ord May 
a Wituiam Josern, Bristol, Watchmaker Bristol 
t May 11 Ord May 11 
Buxtvo» Aupest, Leeds Leeds Pet May 11 Ord May 


Sxixner, Freperick Heavart, Howgrave, nr Ripon, 
— Solicitor Northallerton Pet April 25 Ord 


May 9 

Sxixnen, Jervrney Caartes Muear wNE, Cambridge, Insur- 
ance Agent Cambridge Vet May 10 Ord May 10 

Surrn, Atrarp James, Newcastle on Tyne, ee 

Newcastleon Tyne Pet May9 Ord May 
Sovurncotr, Auraep Tomas, Landport, { ——— 
outh Pet Mayli Ord May ll 

Spooner, R A, Whittlesford, Cambridge Cambridge Pet 
April15 Ord May 9 

Srasies, Wittiam Hewry, Barmborough, nr Doncaster, 
Farmer Sheffield Pet May 10 Ord May 10 

Tay or, Jonny, and Frepericx Witi1am Taytor, Darling- 
ton, Confectioners Stockton on Tees Pet May 9 Ord 


May 9 
Vine, Percy Avotpuus James, Egloskerry, Comnenll, Corn 
Roaler Plymouth Pet April 25 Ord May 
Wapvswoatn, Joux, and WiLLiam Wanawenre, Mytholm- 
= wee Wholesale Clothiers Burnley Pet May 9 


Waitt ts, Sous Gissox, Urmston, Lancs, Commission 
Agent Salford Pet April 25 Ord May 11 
Wituams, Sypvey Hevevy, ai Grocer Tredegar 
May 11 Ord May 1 
Wiruess, Revses, Benghenith Glam, Collier Pontypridd 
Pet May 10 Ord May 10 
Wray, Hensert Witiiam, West Premvich, Dairyman 
WestBromwich Pet May9 Ord May 
Waiout, Wituiam, Runcorn, Pork Duteker Warrington 
Pet May 11 Ord May i! 


FIRST MEETINGS. 

Bazyett, Davin, Dolgelly, Grocer May 27 at 10.30 Town 
Aberystwith 

Bow er, Louis Patrick, Brixton, Loon Engineer May 
20 at ll Bankruptcy bldgs, Care 
Brows, aes a ee Butcher hey 20at 12 Bank- 


rw ldgs, Care: 

CARMICHAEL, MES _ Saitu, Worcester, Baker 
May 21 at 11.30 Off Rec, 45, Copenhagen st, Wor- 
cester 


Co.zox, Hasry, Eastbourne, Baker May 20 at 2.30 Coles 
& Sons, Seasid e rd. , Eastbourne 

Drinkwater, Winuas Eowis ALexanveER, Devonport, 
San ead May 20 at 3 6, Athenseum teirace, 


Buena The Hon Atpaxy, Piccadilly May 20 at 2.30 
Bankruptcy bide Carey st 

Frew, Fraxcis, Wick nr Littlehampton, Nurseryman 

May 23at3 Norfolk Hotel, Arundel 

Garratt, Faevenice, Birmi ham, J Plumber May 25 at 11 

174, Corporation st, Bi 

Hewpersow, Ricuarp, an ny "ao Hull, Labourer 


Hotel, Nicholas st, Burnley 


230 Off Rec, 31, Fisher st, Carlisle 


Court Pet March 4 Ord May 9 
ford Pet May9 Ord Ma 

Boutpy, Ernest, Bradford, W iteamith 
May 9 Ord May 10 

Brooxrieip, Atsert, Warrington, Chi 
rington Ord April 22 Ord May 10 


High Court Pet March 10 Ord May 
Birmingham Pet May9 Ord May 
Edmonton Pet March 17 


Harpcastie, Taomas, Mabgates, 
11 Ord May 11 

Newcastle on T 

May 9 

Pet April 1 Ord Ma: 

May 9 Ord May 10 


May 


May 9 Ord Ma 
wana Wiese te - 

Sheffield Prt May9 Ord May 

Pet April 13 Ord May 

Pet March 11 Ord May 

April 7 7 Ord May 

Ord May 10 

11 Ord May 11 


1ider st, Mantle Manufacturers 
April 27 Ord May 11 


Insurance ent Cambrid 
May 10 Ag ge 





May 20at11 Off Ree, Tiinity House lane, Hull 


Newcastle on Tyne Pet May 9 





Balham, Provision Dealer 


Howgrave, 


Brows, CHARLES ARCHIBALD, Manchester, 
Agent Manchester Pet Mayil Ord May 1 


Law, Jouy, Savile i Dewsbury 


May 
~. 8, Leeds, Commercial Traveller 


Skinner, Jerrrgy Cartes Muznrtoye, 
i Pet May 10 


Suita, fal James, Newcastle on Tyne, Confectioner | Beanmay, Isaac, Sunderland, Clothier May 25 at 3 of 


Witiram Arrava, Cadoxton juxta Barry, 
Glam, Grocer May 24 at 11.30 Off Kec, 29, Queen st, 


Menvetsous, Jucivus, High Holborn, Tailor May 24 at 12 
somas, Chelmsfori, Essex, Builder May 
Onnaee, Ex.is, Hindley, Lanes, Farmer May20at3 16, 
May 20 at 
Perres, Row Layo, Coventry, Clerk May 20 at 12 Off 


LATER, 


Srottery, Hexny Micuagn, Staines, Licensed Victualler 
May 20 at 12.30 24, Railway app, London 
Trus.iure, Ernest Eowarp, Cai 
M 24atil Off Rec, 29, Queen st, Cardiff 
ay i Typemay, Josera, Waltham Cross, Hertford, Auctioneer 
May d4at3 Of Rec, 95, Temple chmbrs, Temple av 
Wituams, Joux, Pontardulais, Glam, Ironmonger May 
21 at 11.30 Off Rec, 31, Alexandra rd, Swansea 
Amended notices substituted for those published in the 
London Gazette of May 10: 
Morxuovse, Caantes Epwisx, Parliament st, Company 
Promoter May 18 at 11 Bankruptcy bldzs, Carey st 
Furvace, Axtrsoxy, Keswick, Cumberland May 17 at 


Be 
Hairdresser May 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
Awsprews, Joszrn Tuomas, Gracechurch st 
Pet Jani8 Ord May 9 
Asupripcs, Caarces Freper:cx, New Wortley, Leeds, 
Fish Hawker Leeds Pet May 10 O:d May 10 
Baxer, Atrrep Aguita, St James’s st, Lieut Vol 


Berry, ABRAHAM, wry yp a Weaver 
Bradford Pet 


oa Dealer 


Cotsoy, Harry, Eastbourne, Baker Eustbourn? 
May 4 Ord May 9 
Conpict, J Exuiot, "Broad st House, Company Promoter 


Coorer, CHartes WILLIAM, Birmingham, Relieving Officer 
Croacer, Tuomas H, Chancery la, Publi House Valuer 
y 10 
Epwakgps, James Taevetyan, Aberavon, —_ Licensed 
Victualler Neath Pet May 10 Ord May 10 
Facks, Hesny Faeperick, Gutter In, Cheapside, Trimming 
Merchant High Court Pet Apri 20 Ord May 11 
Leeds Pet May 

Hepuey, CaaRues Fe Brey, Newcastle on Tyne, ieshugee 
me Pet May10 Ord May10 

Henessey, E C, Baker st High Court Pet Feb8 Ord 


y 
Hoste, Joun, Pwiiheli, aan, Contractor Portmadoc 


Levy, am, Kilburn High Court Pet April 14 Ord 
il 


Lewis, Jonx Powe.t, and Moytrsaam Wituiam Lewis 
entegeee, Grocers Pontypridd Pet April 28 Ord 


Leeds Pet 
Ly yer, WILLIAM, Hunslet, Leeds, Boot Repairer Leeds 
effield, Senenge Manufacturer 
MILLuogs, JAMES, eo Iw, Coal Merchant Newport 
Onvertt, Toomas Seusen, Petty Cury, Cambs Brentford 
Peck, Samvet, Goole, Yorks , Wakefiell Pet 
Pexkixs, Joun, Halilas, Blacksmith Halifax Pet May 10 
ie - Epwanxp, Nanney, Somersets, Baker Frome Pet 


Ord May 10 





. Car- 
le st, Bank Clark May 


or Ri “ 


High Court 


Insurance 
1 


Dewsbury Pct 


Cambridge 
Ord | Bastes, Susax Aan. Plymouth May 24 at 11 6, Atheneum 


Sorucort, Atrrep Taos, Landport, Ironmonger Por's - 
mouth Pet May10 Ord May it 

Srasces, Wittram Heney, Barmborough, nr Doncaster, 
Farmer Sheffield Pet ‘May 10 Ord May 10 
Srickxives, Witiram, Leyton, Essex, Leather Merchant 
High Court Pet May 4 Ord May 9 

Srovuery, Hexney Micuart, Staines, Licensed Victualler 
Kington, Surrey Pet April 26 Urd May 10 

Tay or, Joun, and Frevericx Wittram Taytor, Darling- 
ton, Confectioners Stockton on Tees Pet May 6 uid 
9 


May 
Tumiss, Samvet Ricwago, rg § Draper’s Manager 
Poole Pet March 26 Ord Ma 
Wanpsworrta, Jons, and Wiuian Wan 3wortTH, Mytholm- 
rosd, York, Wholesale Clothiers Burnley Pet May7 
Ord May 9 
Warp, Cuarues, Newcastle on. Tyne, Boot Maker New- 
castle on Tyne Pet April22 Ord May 9 
Witiiams, Sypxer oy emt Grocer Tredegar 
Pet May 11 Ord May 
Wiraeas, Revesey, Sen; hens, Glam, Collier Pontypridd 
Pet May 10 Ord 
Waray, Heapeut Westen, Wess Bromwich, Dairyman 
West Bromwich Pet May9 Ord May 9 
Watcar, Wicxtam, Runcorn, = Port Butcher War- 
1ington Pet May 11 Ord May 1 


London ral arama May 17, 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Aypos, James, Deere, Fitter Stockton on Tees 
Pet May 12 Ord May 12 
Bixsineron, James Gissos, Kingston upon Hull, Bicyele 
Manufacturer Kingstun upon Hull Pet "May 13 
Ord May 13 
Bisnor, Aveanan, = yn Kent, Butcher Can‘erbury 
Pet May 13 Ord May 1: 
Brewer, Daviv Kiex, York, Tailor Yours Tet Maj 12 
Ord May 12 
Byraye, Artuur Eowarp, Lower _ mtcn, Grocer 
Edmonton Pet May 12 Ord May 
Cowagp, James Munro, Teddiogton,. | ee of Music 
Kingston, Surrey Pct May lz O:d Muy 12 
Cowakrv, Jouy, Dalton ia Furness Ulverston Pet May 
1 May 14 
Dexnis, Joux, Marwood, Devon, Farmer Barnstaple 
Pet May2 Ord ing he: 
Fiatu, Stoney, Leeds, Hardware Factor Leeds Pet May 
1t Ord May ll 
Haime, Eowarp Artaur Tuomas, ont im, Hosier 
Birmingham Pet May13 Ord May 
Hemsery, Wiciram, Eist C eraton, Somerset, Seel Factor 
Brist»l Pet May 13 Ord May 
Hererace, H C, Chancery lane, Public hous? Bruker Hizh 
Court Pet March 17° Ord "May 13 
Horne, Caartes Mount, Kingsthorpe, No:thamptons, 
Commercial Clerk Northampton Pet May 12 Ord 
May 12 
Jerverson, Danigt, Grassiogs, nr — Labourer 
Carlisle Pet May 12 Urd May 
Joun Dewauarst & Son, Sheffield ‘eho ield Pet April 29 
Ord May 12 
Layerox, Stersey, Bulwell, Notts, Fruit Salesman Not- 
tingham Pet May 13 Ord May 13 
Locay, James, Pokesdowa, Hants Poole Pet Muy 12 
Ord May 12 
Macponatp, Wattace Wuitt, Wallington, Surrey, 
Fruiterer Croydon Pet ~— 12 Ord ow be 
Mityegs, Rosperr, ee, Woolstapler dale Pct 
May5 Ord May 14 
Morean, Jouy, Talgarth, poaaesk, Boot Dealer Here- 
ford Pet May 13. Ord May 
Morais, Wititam, Saveehveead, Merioneth, Licensed 
Victualler Portmadoc Pet May12 Ord May 12 
Nicnois, James, Old Catten, Norfolk, Grocer Norwich 
Pet May 11 Ord May 13 
Norsay, ‘om, Alconbury Weston, Hunts, Hay Dealer 
Peterborough Pet May 13 Ord May 13 
Patmore, George Hewwey, Wickford, Essex, Grocer 
Chelmsford Pet May9 Ord May9 
Ripspate, THomas or Beckenham Croydon Pet 
April 26 Ord May 
SaRsANTSON, sane at Shae, Gardener Gt Grimsby 
Pet May12 Ord May 12 
Srivxins, Wit.14m James, Frome, Somerset, Baker Frome 
Pet May 14 Ord Mayl4 
Tay.or, Joun Atpert, Eg.emont, Cheshire Birkenhead 
et May 12 Ord May 12 
Tasry, Evian, Sater, Yorks, Joiner Barnsley Pet 
May 14 Ord May 14 
Vernon, Henry a Ciifton, Bristol Bristol Pet 
May 13 Ori May 
Waker, ALBERT yl Oasett, am Cabinet Maker 
Dewsbury Pet April 30 Ord May 
Woop, Joux, Market Drayton, Bound ‘Victualler Nant- 
wich Put May 3 Ord May 12 
Woop, Tuomas, jun, Gt ane’. a Merchant, Gt 
Grimsby Pet May 12 Ord May 
Amended notice substituted for = stihl in the 
London Gazette of May 6: 
Wanrpvie, Jous, Manchester, Shipper Manchester Pet 
May3 Ord May 3 
Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
Lond: n Gazette of May 10: 
Go.tpsuira, Georges Wituam, Crowborough, Sussex, 
Builder Tunbridge Wells Pet May7 Ord May7 
Amended notices substituted for those ae in the 
London Gazette of May 13 
Baows, Cuaries AsgcilIBaLp, Longeight. Manchester, 
Insurance Agent Manchester Pet May 11 Ord 
yil 


ae. “ osepu Hexry, and Jonx Sauve. Hinton, Knight- | Sorucorr, ALyaep Tuomas, Southsea, Hants, Ircnmonget, 
High Court Pet 


Portsmouth Pet May ll Ord May 11 
FIRST MEETINGS. 


ter, Plymout 





Ree, 25, John at, Sunderland 
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Berry, Apna Barnoldswick, Y: Weaver May 
2atil Off 81, Manor row, 
Boaiz, Gzroncz Joun, Ingatestone, Essex May 24 at 11 


st 

Botpy, Exnest, Whitesmith May 2atil Off 
Rec, 31, Manor row, ‘ord 

Brewer, Davip Kirk, York, Tailor May 27 at 12.15 Off 
Ree, 28, Stonegate, York 

Brooxrix.p, Atsert, Warrington, China Dealer May 
26 at 2.30 Off Rec, Byrom a 

Brooxs, James Wii.14m, Stourbridge, Trunk Manufac- 
turer May 2 at 2.10 WS berley, Solicitor, 
High st, Stourbridge 

Brown, CuagLes AECHIBALD, ight, Manchester, In- 

Off Rec, Byrom st, 


surance Agent May 25 at 3 
ey — Ww Leamington, Coal 
KNELL, Gzorce WILLIAM, Dealer 
1 Off Rec, 17, Hertford ay Lew Se 
resets, Grocer June 3 at 


“ King’s Arms Hotel, Dorchester 
Davis, Jacos, Leeds May 25 at 11 Off Rec, 22, Park 


row, 
Exwarps, James Treveryay, Aberavon, Glam, Licensed 
Victualler May 24 ati2 Off Rec, 31, Alexandra rd, 
Swansea 
Facxs, Henry Frepenicx, Gutter lane, Cheapside May 
24 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bidgs, — H 
Fox, Samvet Cranz, Upper Clapton y2%ati2 Bank- 
ruptcy bl Carey st 
Go.psmira, Gzorez Wiiw1m, Crowborough, Sussex, 
Builder May 24 at 2.90 Mr Parris, 65, High st, Tun- 
bridge Wells 
Harpcastiz, Toomas, Mabgate, Leeds May27 atll Off 
ec, 22, Park row, 
Haw.sey, Hexpert, Walsall, Fancy Leather Worker May 
256 at 11.30 Off Rec, Walsall 
Hempery, Wiii1am, East Clevedon, Somerset, Seed Factor 
May 25 at1 Off Rec, Baldwin st, Bristol 
Hesgrrace, H C, Chancery lane, Public house Broker May 
24 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
Heywoop, Jamzs, i en, Lancs June 8 at 1 County 
Court House, Blackburn 
Hixpiz, Anprew, Haslingden, Lancs, Clothlooker June 8 
at 2 County Court House, Blackburn 
Jounston, James Wiuu1am, Leeds, Boot Manufacturer 
May 26 at11 Off Rec, 22, Park row, 
Jones, D Keuiian, Lianelly, Grocer May 24 at 11 Off 
Rec, 4, Queen st, Carmarthen 
Jones, Samugst Banrievp, Portland, Dorset, Traction 
_— Driver June 3ati11 King’s Arms Hotel, Dor- 
c r 
Ke.iiy, Wavrsr, Oldham, Locksmith May 25 atll Off 
Rec, chmbrs, Queen st, Oldham 
Lows, Witu1am, jun, Warrington, Carver May 25 at 2.30 
Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 
Lyyer, Witt14m, Hunslet, Leeds, Boot Repairer May 25 
at12 Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 
Marsuatu, Faeperick Wiiitam, Caistor, Lincs, Butcher 
May 24 atll Off Rec, 15, Osborne st, Gt Grimsby 
Pirgr, Epwarp, Nunney, Somerset, Baker May 25 at 12.30 
P Off Rec, ag st, Bristol ut P pa 
10n, CHARLES, Leicester, Carpenter May 24 at 12. 
Off Rec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 
Raxssom, Henry Srarpine, Holt, Norfolk, Solicitor May 
25 at3 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 
Rosinsoy, Wiii1am Josep, Bristol, Watchmaker May 
25 at12 Off Rec, Baldwin st, Bristol 
Rouse, Rosert, Merriott, Somersets, — pees Agent 
June 9 at 11.30 Mermaid Hotel, Yeo 
Smuitn, Apert, Parliament st, Westminster, Company 
Promoter May 26 at12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
Sorucorr, ALFRED Tuomas, Tandport, Hants, Ironmonger 
May 25at3 Off Rec, Cambridge Junction, High st, 
Portsmouth 
Srrostoy, Mary Ann, Eastbourne, Florist May 24 at 2.30 
Coles & Sons, Seaside rd, Eastbourne 
Srasies, Witt14m Henry, Barmborough, nr Doncaster, 
Farmer May 24at2 Off Rec, Figtree lane, Sheffield 
Brickincs, Wiii1am, Leyton, Essex, Leather Merchant 
May 25at12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
Sropart, Jonny, Leeds, Commission Agent May 26 at 12 
Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 
TatrsrsaL., James, Haslingden, Lancs, Insurance Agent 
June 8 at 1.30 County Court house, Blackburn 
Timmins, Samvet. Ricuarp, Derby, per’s Manager 
June 1 at 11.30 Antelope Hotel, Poole 
Vine, Percy Avo.puus James, Egloskerry, Cornwall, Corn 
ealer May 25at11 6, Athenzeum ter, Plymouth 
Wapsworts, Joun, and Witt1am Wapsworts, Mytholm- 
royd, Yorks, Wholesale Clothiers May 24at1 White 
Horse Hotel, Hebden Bridge 
Wuirtz.aw, Arraur J, Pimlico May 27 at 2.30 Bank- 
ruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
Wurrt.ss, Jonx Gisson, Urmston, Lancs May 26 at 3 
Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 
Woop, Jamzs Larpiaw, Stamford, Lincoln, Gunmaker 
May 27 at 12 Law Courts, New rd, Peterboro 
Waiecut, Epwarp Jonny, and Arraur Wituiam uP, 
‘ e st sq, r* panceae May 26 at 2.30 


Waicut, Witi1am, Runcorn, Chester, Pork Butcher May 

25 at 3.30 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 
ADJUDICATIONS. 

Aypox, James, Darlington, Fitter Stockton on Tees Pet 
Mayi2 Ord May 12 

Baxrxr, Heyny Tuomas, Southall, Farmer Windsor 
Pet April 26 Ord May 13 

Brunmay, Isaac, Sunderland, Clothier Sunderland Pet 
Mareh 11 Ord May 10 

Bisuor, Apganam, Chartham, Kent, Butcher Canterbury 

B Pet May > Ord May 13 

IXNINGTON, James Gipson, Kingston upon Hull, Bicycle 
~ | Kingston upon Hull Pet May 13 
ay 1: 

Brezwer, Davip Kink, York, Tailor York Pet May 12 
Ord May 12 

Brooxs, James Wit.iam, Stourbridge, Trunk Manu- 
fi Stourbridge Pet April 25 Ord May5 

Byzgys, Anraur Epwaxp, Lower Rancsten, Grocer EAd- 
movten Pet May12 Ord May 12 


Ocal Dealer 

Cte aay sol Mar 

Cow. , Dalton in Furness Ulverston Pet May 14 
Ord May 14 


Frau, Stowny, Leeds, Hardware Factor Leeds Pet May 
May 11 


~~ Kirkbride, Labourer 

Carlisle 12 y 

Jounsos, Soscnaeer Tuomas, lord, Firewood Mer- 
Greenwich Ord May 13 

MoNicoit, Witu1am Hensert, Southport Liverpool 


Feb5 Ord May 14 
i, Ronan, Hochdale, Woolstapler Rochdale Pet 
y 


4 Ord May 14 
Monreay, Jouy. Brecknock, Boot Dealer Here- 
ford Pet May 13 Ord May 13 


Mo Wri, Tra 
"Vietualler May 11 Ord May 12 
Nevanas, iy =| Liverpool, Pawnbroker Liverpool 


April 6 May 12 

Nicnots, James, Old Catton, Norfolk, Grocer Norwich 
Pet May 11 ‘Ord May 13 

om, es seamen Edmonton Pet Aprilé 

y 

Normax, Tom, Alconbury W Hunts, Hay Dealer 
Peterborough Pet May 13 had 

a yoy Hindley, Farmer Pet April 1 


Parmore, Wickford, Essex, Grocer 
y9 Ord May 9 
Perera, CurisTorxer yw Staines Builder King- 
ston, Surrey ‘ov 
Powk tt, James, Feltham, Farmer Kingston, Surrey Pet 
Feb7 Ord May 18 
Sansantson, Witt14M, Gt Grimsby, Gardener Gt Grimsby 
Pet May 11 Ord May 12 
1LLIAM James, Frome, Baker 
Pet May 14 Ord May 14 
Starter, Witt, and Hezexian fom, ee 
ia ag Manufacturers Burnley April 30 
y 
Sronz, Roserr Vorsey, Bristol, Printer Bristol Pet 
April 29 Ord May 12 
TATTERSALL, JAMES, i Lanes, Insurance Agent 
Pet April15 Ord May 12 
Terry, Exisan, Barnsley, Yorks, Joiner Barnsley Pet 
May 14 Ord May 14 c 
Tuomas, Francis Ausgrt, Bristol, Commission Agent 
Bristol Pet May 4 Ord — 
CHARLES ILLIAM, ershot, Eating house 
Guildford Pet 19 Ord May 12 
Advertising Agent 


Salford Pet April 
Lieensed Victualler Nant- 


nonce Heuey, 
‘ord May 9 


Sivxrxs, 


Tipey, 
K 


Wanrine, Huapert Cuarves, 
Bristol May3 Ord May 12 
Wuirt.es, Jonnx Grssox, Manchester 


22 Ord May 12 
Woop, Joux, Market Dra: 
wich PetMay3 May 14 
Woop, Tomas, i= Gt Grimsby, Fish Merchant Gt 

Grimsby yil Ord May 12 
Waicut, Lov Cizement, Thornton Heath, Hotel Pro- 


Amended notices substituted for those in 
London Gazette of May 6 and May 13 respectively : 
Wanrpiz, Joux, Man , Shipper Manchester Pet 


May 8 Ord May 3 
Brown, Cuasies Ancuisap, Manchester, Insurance Agent 
Manchester Pet May11 Ord May 11 


GQOLICITOR desirous of increasing his con- 
would Purchase a Sound 


Practice or Succes- 
sion in the ; could take over existing offices.—R. F., 
Solicitors’ Chancery-lane. 


Journal” Office, 27, 
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is, over and all, what is called in 

a yt it acts specially on the — 
Rory tr 

of good done’ by Dr. Sita co the kidneys 

cannot be over-estimated. When you see a man or woman 

bloated, soft, puffy under the some kidney 

healthy, dll Hiteenoes disappear, end on iil 70% 

ion however, Ln seene ks te aul of 

tas beak that pon have hihcoy tonehio. It may be a touch 














LAaD Wanted (ine Middlesex or Herts 
about 250 acres, with or without residence; 
: within about 20 miles of 








Sox, 31, Queen BC. 
Ts osvanan EROCRSTING OoR- 
’ ve 





WANTED by a Gentleman about 35, with 

considerable legal and official experience, and social 

as Private or other 

; highest references.—Box 96, ‘‘ Solici- 
27, Chancery-lane, W.C. 


position, an 
responsible 
tors’ J as 





ARTNER Wanted with £400 for Anglo- 

Continental business (legal); partner to reside in 
Paris ; opening for a Young Solicitor.—Address 
Panis, “ itors’ Journal,” 27, Chancery-lane, E.C. 


SOLICITORS, ACCOUNTANTS, and 
Salis cheb te ke Gea on OO cain 
som 
ste, numerous Suites of light eye —oet Cae 
—— Laxe, & Co.'s Branch Office, 
27, Chancery-lane, where plans can be seen. 








LFRED AHRENFELD, Handvwriti 


and Facsimilist, 44, Fleet-street, London, E.C. 
oF? Gel oak temneliate eabeetion chee 


to Provincial 











Bond'strest. 1770 in Oxtord-atreot” 









































PROFESSION. 


PROBATE, ac. 
PROMPTITUDE 
LOW CHARGES... 
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INCORPORATED 


LAW SOoOciIETWY. 


LEGAL EDUCATION. 


Tas Covmcn invite attention to the following scheme of education, adopted 
' of + aon with the cee pts of affording assistance to Articled Clerks 

Clerks resident in London or who are able to attend, 
pe aes oe hl and Tutors give advice and assistance at the Hall of the 


‘ To thaee Clerks who are articlod at a distance from large towns systematic 
fastraction with advice -_ help is given, and a course of preparation 


POSTAL INSTRUCTION. 
the case of students who have not passed the Intermediate Examination 
instruction is by means of monthly papers, and deals with the selected 
s Commentaries. 


Nive passed the Intermediate Examination instruction is 
y pa and embraces the following subjects: Equity, 
» Common Law, Bankruptcy, Criminal and Magisterial Law, 
Diteoce, Admiralty, and Ecclesiastical Law 

These papers both before and after the Intermediate Examinations are 
waried each year, so that students who may subscribe for more than one 

year's tuition receive additional assistance. 
These courses may be commenced at any time, but the Tutors recommend 
that the course should be commenced at an early stage of the 
and the Final course soon after the Intermediate Examination has 


be obtained from Messrs. Stevens & Sons, or other law lending 
subscription sap a ea and a-half to cover the course of work 
Examination Stephen’s Commentaries can be supplied to 
of Postal Steuben, at a subscription of one guinea, on 
to the Tutor, Dr. West. 


CLASS INSTRUCTION. 





Class instruction is also provided on the selected portions of Stephen's 
‘Commentaries and the subjects above named, and it is recommended that the | 
Glasses should be joined after the expiration of a course of Postal instruction. | 
erp can join 4 classes at any time, the fees being proportionate to the | 


ape peovided where subscribers may study, and books are supplied | 
’ PP: 


Periodical test examinations are held by the Tutors. 
Tho Classes for Intermediate Students are held in the Hall i. the Society 
Jan three afternoons in each week during the following periods: August to 
Bovember October to January ; Jan to April ; March to June. 
Students may subscribe for Sanesneive chases. 


Classes for Final Students are held at the Hall of the Society on four 
afternoons each week during the following periods: August to January ; 
January to June. 

These periods afford five months’ class preparation, and students are 
aé' ised to subscribe for a full course, and certainly for not less than three 
months, otherwise the work must necessarily be hurried. 

Students may join the classes either before or after the Intermediate 
Examination without subscribing to the course of Postal instruction, but it 
is om “mate that they should avail themselves of both modes of in- 
struction 

Subscribers to either Postal or Class instruction have the opportunity of 
consulting the Tutors upon the work of the course in personal interview or 
by letter at any time. 

RESULTS AND HONOURS. 

The results obtained have been satisfactory. At each of the last twelve 
examinations pupils have obtained honours, and the pe y ay of passes is 
a high one, ae 85 per cent. of between two ond undred pupils 
who last presented themselves for examination. It has happened on several 
occasions that all Class pupils have been successful, and the same has 


occurred in the case of subscribers to the Correspondence Courses. xy 
TUTORS. 

Equity, Conveyancing, Common Law, Bankruptcy—J. Carnrzr Harrison, 
30, ord-row, 0. 

Criminal and Law, Probate, Divorce, Admiralty, and 
Ecclesiastical Law, Stephen’s Commentaries —LzonaRD H. West, LL.D., 
19, Southampton-buildings, Chancery-lane, W.C. 


ni x 
vers 2 


Subscription to postal instruction (12 months) £4 4 0 | (12 months) £6 6 
Subscription to Postal instruction (2 years) 6 6 0 5 years) 
Class instruction (3 months) .... nt 0 | (5 months) 
For those who have previously subscribed for 
Postal instruction . ae ose we 
Class instruction (6 months) jes sae 
For those who have ponerenty subscribed £ we 
Postal instruction . a 
For three months’ Class i 
For those who have previously ee for Postal instruction 55 
Cheques and Post Office Orders should be made Ds to the SecrErTaryY, | 
and crossed ‘‘ Messrs. Banctay & Lu«rrzp.”’ 
Law Society’s Hall, Chancery-lane. 


After Inter. 
Examination. 


44 
330 ae sed 
77 (4 months) 


8 
9 
7 
8 
50 6 
7 


0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
> 4 











ONSDALE-CHAMBERS, 27, Chancery- 
C.—To Solicitors, Accountants, and Others. 


Lee wot 


———— Steamship 
Batate Office on 


ly to Mesars. Jonzs, 
"Lane, & Co., at premises. 
Fm ra te Tain onan 
REAM’S. BUILDINGS, Cann -lane.— 
To , Accountants. ents, and 


“ane W.0n where plans 





THEATRES. 
LYRIC. 
Looms, Mr. Wiliam Grest, 
THIS EVENING, at 815, DANDY DAN, The Life For passage 
. Arthur Roberts, Messrs. . Denn 


avenue, London, 
16, Cockspur-street, 8.W. 


instruction. 


wor! 


RIENT COMPANY’S 
CRUISE by their 
“LUSITANIA,” 3,912 tons register, 
Lowpvow 15th Juwz, Leirx 17th Jung, to the finest 
FIORDS in NORWAY 
And the NORTH CAPE (for Midnight Sun), 
Arriving back in London 11th July. - 
Other Cruises to follow. 
High-class cuisine, string band, electric light, &c. 


Managers: F. Green & Co.; Anderson, Anderson, & Co. 
Head Offices: Fenchurch-avenue. 


to the latter firm at 5, 
0; + fe the West-End Branch Ofllee, 


SPATRIA AGRICULTURAL COLLEGE 
(vid Carlisle), situated in one of Go Oot ee 
districts of the country. Practical and 
Success in Examinations of f nga Insti- 
tution. Preparation for colonies. Six f 


J SMITH HILL, B.A., B.8c., Principal. 


RNATIONAL ADVERTISING.— | 
J. Newiayp, Adv Contractor, 5, Little pee 
lane, London, E.C., Inserts Advertisements upon the most 
advantageous terms in all British, Fo , and 


Newspapers, Peri &e. ; printed ist of the best 
papers ; estimates and particulars post free. 


LONSDALE PRINTING WORKS, 


LONSDALE BUILDINGS, 27, CHANCERY LANE. 


PLEASURE 


from 





ALEXANDER & SHEPHEARD, 
PRINTERS and PUBLISHERS. 
BOOKS, PAMPHLETS, MAGAZINES. 


NEWSPAPERS & PERIODIOALS. 
And all General and Commercial Work, 


Every description of Printing—/large or small, 


5, Fenchurch- 
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Aathies ote et Oe eS 
Estimates and all information furnished. 


Contvetts etevel tate, 


scientific 
arms, creamery 





ROBE 


To Her Majesty, the Lord 
Tadiial Bonen, 


Law Wigs and Gowns 





EDE AND SON, 


Aba warens. 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT. 
Chancellor, the Whole of the 
i of London, &c. 


BOBRS FOR QUBEN’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 
SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 


erks, and Olerke of the Peace. 
Corporation Robes, University and Clergy Cowns. 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. ‘8. ‘FISHER, 188, Strand 


for Registrars, Town 








and 
L.D., 


Inter. 
NAliOR. 
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